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COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND 
NATIONAL SECURITY 


MONDAY, MARCH 17, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Lapor aNp Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, Pe ig 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to all at 10 a. m., in the old 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey, chain 
main of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey and Lehman. 

Present also: Jack Barbash, staff director; Merton C. Bernstein. 
subcommittee counsel; Max M. Kampelman, legislative counsel to 
Senator Humphrey; Thomas Shroyer, professional staff member. 

Senator Humpurey. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Small, as chairman of this subcommittee, I should like to read 
a preparatory statement to set the tone of the hearings, and make one 
or two informal comments. 

Before proceeding I should like to incorporate as part of the 
record of these hearings the following documents issued by the 
Subcommittee on Labor and Labor Management Relations: Com 
munist Domination of Certain Unions (report—CIO trial commit 
tee reports); Communist Domination of Certain Unions, part I 
(report—AEC reply to subcommittee questionnaire); Communist 
Domination of Certain Unions, part IIL (report—replies to subeom 
mittee questionnaire); Communist Domination of Certain Unions, 
part IV (report—replies to subcommittee questionnaire ). 

As IT understand it, you would like to read your statement in its full 
text before any questioning, which privilege shall be granted to you. 

May I personally thank you for your willingness to come before 
this subcommittee and to testify, and I think as you listen to my state 
ment you will have a more complete idea in mind as to just what our 
purposes and objectives are. 

We are going to try to do a constructive, honest, objective job of 
research and information. We are starting our hearings on Com- 
munist-dominated unions with only one preconception ; it is this: 
There are certain Communist-dominated unions in the United States 
operating in defense industries, and we must face up to what this fact 
means for our national security. 

One does not need to be an expert to realize that we have a problem 
here. A random selection from the subcommittee’s clipping file shows 
the following: A leader of the Communist-front World Federation of 
Trade-Unions, Benoit Frachon, issues “instruction” to his Communist 
followers to snbotage Western Muropean rearmament. 
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May I say that featured headline story appeared across the Nation 
in our press. Likew ise, it appeared In the Kuropean press. 
I will insert for the record the New York ‘Times story ot November 
IS, 1951. concerning Franchon’s statements: 


{ The STOr\ reterred to Is as follows:) 
New Yor rimes, November 18, 1951 


Rep UNI oF WorLD OPENLY UrGE INFILTRATION TO SABOTAGE REARMING 
BERLIN, November 17.—-The pro-Soviet World Federation of Trade Unions 
openly proclaimed today a policy of infiltrating agents into non-Communist labor 
er to sa e Western renarmamen 
he cy ¢ oring from within was outlined by Benoit Frachon, French 
De! f the WETU's executive committee, in a 3! > hour speech in Kast Berlin. 
He told 200 top officials of the Red federation that Western military programs 


ust be crippled at all costs 
I} way to do this in countries having a weak Communist movement is to 
irage wildeat strikes by workers for higher wages, M. Frachon indicated 
‘Work in organizations which do not belong to the WETU, but which, though 
inde ( tionary or government control, nevertheless Contain masses of the 

A kers M. Ir he irged 
Work there, even if it is less hi ant, less striking, than to be a great leader 
ganization which may have all the qualities of revolutionary purity 
it which ma nevertheless suffer from one small defect: the absence of 

members 


M. Frachon listed a long series of western strikes, including the recent harbor 
walkout in New York and Hamburg, which he praised for helping the WFTU’s 
truggle against rearmament. 

lt is very symptomatic,” he declared proudly, “that 30,000 dockers carried on 
a strike for 3 weeks in New York against the leadership of their own trade 
against the employers and the State. [It is] even more sympto 
matic that, in that country where war psychosis and the anti-Soviet campaign 
have been pushed to an almost unimaginable point, these same dockers, in the 
course of their strike, refused to load war material for Korea or for Europe. 

“T salute these New York dockers.”’ 


New York wildcat strike by members of the International Longshoremen’s 
‘ i ate of the American Federation of Labor, lasted 25 days. 
It was ed by members opposed to terms of a recently negotiated contract that 


bes itified in a union election. In the early days of the strike military 


f Army outposts were tied up, but the strikers finally agreed to handle 
the cargoes after the Army brought i! vil service dock hands 
John J Gene) Sampson, leader of the New York dock strikers, ridiculed as 
her e any implication that the walkout was sympathetic to the 
He said the strikers were the same men who attracted attention in the last 
g Soviet or Soviet satellite ships in New York because 
he men opposed communhisn 


Mr. Sampson disputed M. Frachon’s assertion that the strikers refused to 


Var mareriais 

TY aded at the Army base as soon as we found out that the cargoes there 

e needed by the troops overseas he told an interviewer. 

He said comparatively litthe war material for Korea normally was shipped 
rh, New York in Vv nse 

C rning Communists generally, Mr. Sampson said: 

We don't have anything to do with those fellows. We don’t talk to them.” 

I HERSHIP Seizure URGED 


PR Nove er 17 M bers of the Communist-dominated World Federa 


ns epresent SO.OOOL000 workers, were urged 
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today to join non-Communist labor groups “to unmask the rightist union leaders 
and get the leadership into their own hands.” 

Benoit Frachon, chairman of the powerful French Communist General Con 
federation of Labor, told the conference of the WE’T'U’s General Council in East 
Berlin that the WETU “is prepared to give the necessary assistance to wester! 
workers in a fight against “worsening of living and working conditions.” 


Associated Press Correspondent William L. Ryan, demonstrating i 
a matter-of-fact way how the WETU operates as a trans 
for Communist imperialism in its program of ag 
west. 


Senator Ht MPHIREY., Here again are a recent series of articles | 


niission be 


(The articles are as follows al 


[From the Washington Evening Star, Mar 1,19 
STALIN'S TROJAN Horst Russta Grooms Laror 1 
UNDERMINE EUROP! 


WORKERS IN KEY INDUSTRIES TO BE USED WHILE COMMUNISTS STAY IN BACKGROUND 


(By William L. Ryan, Associated Press foreign news analyst) 


As the story goes, Greek warriors hid in the figure of a colossal | 
and got through the walls into ancient Troy ; when darkness fell, the 
warriors came out of their “Trojan horse” and let the Greek Army 
into the city. Today communism has evolved the skeleton of a new 
Trojan horse—in Europe. It is being built up for Moscow's use as 
the Kremlin needs it. Mr. Ryan, who is touring areas adjacent to 
the iron curtain, tells about it in a revealing series of articles of 
which this is the first. 


VIENNA.—A danger signal is going up over Western Europe today. It is not 
War alarm It isa warning against a Stalinist Trojan horse. 

A mighty fifth column is being organized with utmost care to serve Kremlin 
imperialism. It is a long-range program, diagramed, this Trojan horse would 
have its belly in central Europe, and its feet reaching out in many directions—to 
Europe, to Italy, to Western Germany, to Greece, the Middle East 

Non-Communists, including many Americans in official capacity, say the fifth 
column has reached proportions of alarm and is still building—carefully rhe 
Soviets have a chain of command running from the Kremlin through the Com 
form and into a tight organization with headquarters in Vienna 

The over-all brain of the Cominform (Communist information organization 

eorgi Malenkovy Hie is one of 
Stalin’s deputies and possibly his heir. Malenkov’s chief lieutenant is Mikhail 
A. Suslov, one of the secretaries of the U. S. S. R. Communist central committ 


essentially a successor to the Comintern) is ¢ 


e*t 

The general staff for Europe includes Palmiro Togliatti in Italy, Jacques Du 
clos in France, and Walther Ulbricht in East Germany. 

Soon the world will be hearing a new slogan from the east: “Unity of action.’ 
Coupled with this will be the cry: “National resistance.” This already is being 
applied to the Middle East, but it is also to be applied to Italy and Frances 
perhaps to Western Germany Its central theme will be “re 
United States. 

The unity-of-action campaign is to be directed largely at labor in Wester! 
Europe. The “national resistance” will play upon nationalist sentiments, 


‘sistance to the 








former Fascists, Nazis, and any others who are opportunist enough or unwa 
enough to cooperate. The Communists will remain in the background 

The burden of “unity of action” will be benefits for labo Kiverytl ' 
labor considers ideal, everything that is out of labor's reach, at least in prese 
day Muro] e, will be promoted by the campa 

rhe immediate aim will be to lure workers into unions controlled by the ¢ 
munists, with strong emphasis upon the strategic areas—metalworkers, ¢o1 
munications workers, transportation workers, agriculture worker Vhen don 
nation is achieved the Communists will have a powerful weapon for indus 
paralysis whenever they strike 

The Communist-dominated unions, meanwhile, will be used for other So 
purposes: nagging pressure upon governments for an end to defense efforts } 
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to the remilitarization of Western Germany, resumption of east-west trade 
erms favorable to the Soviet Union. 

t the same time the unions, coordinating with other Communist-supported 
nizations, Will be an instrument for spreading unrest and for slowing down 
‘rever possible the western defense effort. 

enna, divided among four occupation powers, is wide open from the east 
the influx of Soviet experts, and from the west for Stalinist collaborators. 
» of the most important Communist outfits here is the World Federation of 
de-Unions Affiliated with this are many Communist-dominated unions which 
v2 recognized by the names: International Federation of Trade-Unions of 
ilworkers, international federation of trade-unions of this and that industry 
he unions are organized with varying degrees of power, from weak and 
Tective to strong and potentially dangerous in many key industries. In 
nee and Italy the Communist-dominated unions are strong In Western 


‘many and Austria, these nions are Weak, but still are potentially dangerous 


v tor their weapon of harassment 


SATION OF rRAD!I NIONS DESCRIBED AS rRANSMISSION BELT FOR 
COMINFORM 


(By William L. Ryan, Associated Press foreign news analyst) 


Mr. Ryan, who is touring Europe, depicts in this second article of a 
series the Communist “front” set-up in Europe which he described 
vesterday asa Russian Trojan horse 

IENNA,—Behind every open Communist Party in Europe is a hidden inner 


nization with strings leading to Moscow The Cominform coordinates the 


over-all drive to-dominate Western Europe. One of the Cominform’s principal 


helpers is the World Federation of Trade-Unions, working to coordinate the 
vork of front organizations 
The WETU, with headquarters in Vienna, serves as a transmission belt for 
the Cominform 
The WETU is housed in a building within the Ringstrasse, the international 
ection of divided Vienna. The building, at 83 Sailerstaette, is also used by 
Soviet officials of the various industries the U. S. S. R. has taken from Austria 
in the Russian version of Potsdam 
WETU, not registered ith the Austrian Government, as it ordinarily should 
nder Austrian law Its foreign officers have asked the police for residence 
el ts and have been refuse, on the ground that the WETU is not a legal 
orga Za Austria 
Bi he WETU has no intention of getting out Vienna is entirely too valuable 
it and to its Communist bosses Vienna is a western city of great culture, 
v respected all over the civilized world. It makes an ideal point, from the 
( munist view, for launching various propaganda drives and for coordinating 
( nist eflor 
So the WETU’'s foreigi licers appealed the police decision to the security 
director, the next authorit » the lndder from the police. If necessary, the 
WETU simply I] ignore the Austrian order and remain under Soviet protec 
! Foreign officers of the WET! ive in the Soviet sector, under Soviet pro 
iol Their building in the ring is leased from the Society for the Promotion 
"Cultural and Eeonomic Relations Between Austria and the U. S. S. R.. ealled 
the Austro-Soviet Society for short 
The WETU office is on the second floor The rest is 0¢ upied by Soviet offic ials 
f such enterprises as the distributing ageney for oil from the Zistersdorf fields, 
which the Russians have taken over 
The WETU was founded in 1945. when trade-unions, neting that the United 


ons Charter provided for an international organization of workers, sought 
} 


nild such an organization. The American CIO and the British Trade Unions 
gress were charter members. The American Federation of Labor refused to 


ve anything to do with an organization which included Soviet trade-unions, con- 


ing the Soviet unions were creatures of the state. 
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This first WFTU fell apart as the Communists more and more dominated it 
The final break was in a debate over the Marshall plan in 1949. The American 
CIO and the British TUC, along with other western trade-union organizations, 
broke away, and the rival ICFTU (International Confederation of Free Trade 
Unions) was founded in London. 

On paper, the WFTU would be the biggest, with the millions claimed as mem 
bers for the Soviet union, where the state forces workers to be members of an 
organiaztion which serves only the state. 

The WETU also serves the Kremlin well. It is involved in every peace offen 
sive propaganda attempt of the U.S. S. R. It is a training ground for agitation 
and strike techniques. It is a sounding board for every Soviet project. 


MOSTLY SHADOWY FIGURES 


Giuseppe di Vittorio of Italy is president of WFIU. The Communists who 
shuttle back and forth between western capitals and Vienna are in the main a 
shadowy vroup little known outside the party. It is only for the big shows 
that the big names show up publicly. 

For the big peace congress meetings, the meetings of the Federation of Demo 
cratic Women, and other similar front groups, the Communists push to the fore 
names more likely to be connected with the arts or sciences—useful people who 
are not necessarily tried and true Stalinists, instead of centering the limelight 
on themselves, 

Thus, a person like Frederic Joliot-Curie, the French physicist, or perhaps 
a writer or an artist with Communist /leanings will be used as the front. 

The WFTU, pretending to be solely a labor union and not a Communist 
weapon, attempts through its various affiliates and its slogans about labor rights 
to attract workers from the non-Communist unions. The WETU already has been 
extremely active in this way in the Middle East, tying the rights of workers to 
the fight against imperialism. 


NOBODY IS FOOLED 


But the WETU fools nobody who has followed the Communist drive. It is 
losely linked with all Kremlin projects outside the U.S. S. R. It helped organize 
the World Peace Counci It has a hand in every international propaganda 
meeting with Red overtones 

The recent nternational conference of the Red-dominated metal workers 
union in Vienna is a synthesis of all the labor drives pushed by WFTU. 

The metal workers’ union first issued regulations demanding higher pay, 
shorter hours, paid vacations, old-age pensions, social security, and many other 
things Then it unmasked itself It proceeded to pass resolutions for a five 
power peace pact, the insistent cry of the Soviet peace offensive. It opposed 
remilitarization of the West, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and 
rearming in West Germany 

The metal workers are targets of a particularly concentrated drive throug! 
Western Europe. They are key workers in the western defense program. Com 
munist domination of them could play havoe with the western program. 

Senator Humpnrey. Nor is there any doubt in my mind that Com 
munists seek to use the unions as systems of power to promote Soviet 
Russia’s foreign policies. 

May I digress to say that I am speaking the opinions of the chairman 
here. I cannot speak for the rest of my colleagues on this committee. 
But I speak my opinions with a considerable background and convi 
tion. 

Now, what we do about the problem of Communist-dominated unions 
and national security is something else again, and on the answer to 
this problem we have no preconceptions. 

I want to emphasize that, because there have been those who distort 
the purpose of this subcommittee. It is an extraordinary complex 
problem, this matter of Communist infiltration and domination of cer 
tain trade-unions. The experience with the Taft-Hartley non-Com 
munist affidavit ought to demonstrate that no pat answer, like getting 
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somebody to swear he is not a Communist, has much to offer. We have 
the affidavit and yet we still have certain Communist-dominated 
unions. 

We are frank to admit that we are not prepared to advance ready 
answers to the problems and questions we raise in connection with 
Communist-dominated unions and what a democracy can or should do 
about it. We look upon these hearings to help find these answers for 
us. In that sense, these hearings are fulfilling their traditional and 
mportant role for the Congress. 

May I say maybe we are getting back to what the purpose of hearines 
are at long last in this Congress. There are too man committee ses- 
S1Ons that have the answers already in the back of the head and then 
trv to seek the evidence to fulfill the answers. That is hike working a 
roblem in algebra, looking up the answers and working backward 
from the answer. We are not doing that. We are voing to seek the 
mrormation, and out of that information hope that we can find some 

nswers. Our intent is not to use the hearings to prove answers we 
tlready have in mi d, but rather to provide us with a sound founda- 
tion of fact and opinion for us to act Wise ly. 

There } Sho use de hy ving that we are dealing witha highly emotional 
problem, a nd it is not Ol ly the Communists who are emotional about it. 
There are lots ‘of active and energetic anti-Communists who are emo- 
tional about this problem, too. 

And I think with good reason. The Communist label has, not in- 
frequently, been applied indiscriminately, maliciously, and inaec- 
curately. It has been used as a smear word instead of as a tool of 
precision. 

Conceding the misuse of the Communist label. we cannot never- 
theless ignore the existence of the problem. It just makes it more dif- 
heult to deal with. 

[f emphasize this. I have found that often the problem of meeting 
the Communist infiltration of trade-unions is made more difficult by 
those who are plain anti-union, who brand anyone they do not like or 
any program they do not lke as Communist. As I sald earlier in my 
statement, we must be precise about this. We must be able to ap yply 

definition, and we must be able to make that application have real 
meaning to the problem of communism. 

The subcommittee has been trying Lo operate on the heory that 
getting right answers involves right questions. So, several months ago 
we circulated a s mple questo naire to an informed and representa- 
tive group of management, union and Government people, as well as 
general experts in the field. 

We asked them three questiol S 

Is th) re an effective leo lat ve approach to the problem of Cor 
) 


munist-dominated unions? 


Can vou suggest a principles or Statutory language which 


ought to be embodied 1 uch legislation ? 
a Vo suggest avenues of Inq ury which the subeommittee 
onght to pursue, particularly those avenues which have not already 
ee studied by other subcommittees ? , 
May I digress to sav that we are not interested in trying to duphi- 
ite The we ] of ( ther Col :mittees. There are sevel a Con imittees of 
Congres that have been interested in attacking the oblem of com- 


munism by seeking out individuals. We are not engaged in that sort 
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of a pursult, This is il much broader. and | would Ssayvia more phil 
osophical study of the problem of Communist domination in the 
trade-union area itself, 

Likewise I want it quite clear that while we have asked question 
as to legislative approach, there should be no preconceived assuli pt 1Ol 
that we are finally setting upon a legislative approach. We Just lo 
not know, and we are frank to say so. 

Most of the responses have already been published in several 
ate documents. The remainder will be issued for publication shortly 

The replies have been extraordinarily provocative. They have 
really sharpened our focus on the problem. 


Sell 


As is to be expected, the responses show differences ot Opinion Ol 
how to meet the problem although there is veneral agreement that 


the problem existed. In general, the answers are broken down a 
follows: 


One group holds that additional legislation is necessary to deal! 
with the problem of Communist unions. A second group asserts no 


additional legislation is needed but that implementing administrative 
action is in order. A third group states that the problem is unde 
control and no additional legislation or administrative action is re 
quired to deal with the problem. 

In addition to the specific proposals suevgested in the responses, we 
have learned a good deal about some of the basic questions the sul 
committee ought to be asking. 

k Is a Communist led unlon a substantia hazard to national se 
curity, over and above the security hazard raised by individual Com 
munists. And I think we have to differentiate between those two. 
There is the problem of the individual Communist. and then there 
is the problem of the movement or of an organization that is don 
nated by a hierarchy of those who are either of Communist sympathy 
or outright Communist affiliation. Or another way of putting it 
is to ask, if we have taken adequate steps through our security and 
intelligence machinery to protect our Defense Establishment fro: 
sabotage, do we have to Worry about whether or not Communists are 
in control of a particular labor organization. 

2. Can the above movement, the overwhelming majority of which 
has proved itself to be vigorously anti-Communist, be counted on 
to clean its own house adequately so that no additional Government 
action is necessary ¢ 

I want to pont out that the overwhelming HeAJOrICY of track 
UO organizations have demonstrated an lhithate capacity to ferret 
out those that would adulterate or pervert the trade union move 
ment for Communist purposes, and have taken very effective actio 
I think the American people owe the trade-union movement t 
vreat clebt ot eratitude ana appreciation for the every effective 
and active manner in which the major organizations of labor. 
the American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial 
Organizations, and surely the railroad brotherhoods and the United 
Mine Workers. the vast majority of trade-unions, have really kept 
their house clean. And in those instances where there has been infil 
tration have proceeded to clean up their own house. I am sure that 
some people have done a great disservice to the American labor move 
ment by not paying appropriate tribute to that great work and some 
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people have done a great disservice to their country by branding labor 
as a subversive force. 

I mention that because I want to make it perfectly clear that those 
who sometimes appear to be the most anti-Communist actually have 
done a great disservice to the struggle against communism by wick- 
edly and maliciously ne many people and many organizations 

s being Communist or Communist-dominated or Communist-influ- 
eat when there was not one scintilla of ie to indicate such. 

The third type of question that maybe this subcommittee ought to 
be asking, if the labor movement cannot do it, that is, if it cannot 
clean up in some Instances Communist infiltration and domination, 
do we need new legislation. 

Fourth, or do we have all the legislation we need, and can 1, there 
fore, be handled by administrative implementation of existing legis- 
lation ¢ 

Fifth, can we regulate or control Communist-dominated unions 
without threatening or weakening the non-Communist union? For 
example, I consider it significant that the major enforcement prob- 
lems arising out of the Taft-Hartley non-Communist affidavit have 
apparently arisen in connection with non-Communist unions. Five 
years after this act has been passed, the only unions which have not 
signed the non-Communist aflidavit are the United Mine Workers and 
the International Typographical Union, which are certainly not 
Communist unions. 

This could mean that we have been so busy enforcing the tee — 
ties of the Communist provisions that we have not been able to do 
much about the Communist unions 

Sixth, how do you strike a balance between an etlective program of 
Communist union regulation on the one hand - id the safeguarding 
of essential constitutional liberties of the individual on the other? 

I think this is the basic question. 

I hope as these hearings develop, we will get some usable answers 
to these questions. 

I should like to conduct these hearings without hysteria and table 
thumping. It ought to be possible for a democratic society to deal 
vith this serious proble m without becoming so neurotic by fear and 
paralysis that we fall heir to the ills which we are trying to cure. 

The subcommittee is not how concerned w ith who is and who is not 
a Communist. I think we know who they are, or at least what unions 
are controlled by Communist leaders. What we do not know is how 

e deal with these problems in a constitutional democracy. It is this 
nagging quest ion to W ts h these hear ings are acd lre ssed. 

May I say for the record that I have faith and confidence in the 
itiatiambaee facilities of our Government to be able to apprehend 
those who may be individually dangerous to the security of this Re- 
public. We have no self-appointed Hairbreadth Harry’s here, or 
stir Tracy’s. We are not engaged upon the pursuit of those indi- 

duals who have fallen prey to Communist ideology. We are, as I 
said, in what I think is the most important question before us, in- 
tereste | in how we can strike a balance between al elfective program 
of Communist union regulation on the one hand, and the safeeuard- 
ne of essent al constitutional liberties ot the inci idual On the other. 
] fer | t] il thre S ifeouarding of constitutional libert ie S is of paramount 
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concern to the United States Congress, and the people that re present 
us at all levels of government. 

May I say further for the record that the chairman of this sub- 
committee is placing into the record a certain number of editorials 
and comments which have appeared in such journals as the — 
Worker, the UE News, the publication known as the Union of Mir 
Mill, and Smelter Workers, and other publications. These eisieas 
tions have seen fit to editorialize on the chairman of this subcommittee. 
lam grateful for that press notice. They have likewise seen fit in 
typical pattern of some organizations that follow the Communist line 
to distort, to misrepresent, and to be cuilty of downright falsehood. 
The record shall be laid before the American people in this document, 
the hearings of this subcommittee. I believe they ought to have a 
wider readership than they are getting, because it is only when peop le 
read such complete distortion, such exemplification of journalisti: 
neurosis and intellectual adulteration that the Americal 1 people can 
become convinced of the kind of pernicious, | malicious, Doli tical cancer 
that is at work in our society. 

At this point in the record, [I shall place the first article, from the 
Mine, Mill, and Smelter publication of January 28, 1952, entitled 
“More Mine-Mill Board Statements—The Humphrey ‘Investigati ion.” 

This is very interesting reading. I cannot help ‘but digress for a 
moment, Mr. Small. It is interesting how some people become cap 
tives of their own lies. If Vou tell them long enous rh, you know, they 
start to believe them. You may be interested in this: 


Who is this new enemy of mine-mill who represents a State in which er 
is not a single mine-mill member? Who is Humphrey ? 

Humphrey began his career as a aio commentator sponsored by. Genel 
Mills, the monopoly that controls Minnesota polit es which linked tot Cowles 
publication and to the House of Morgan, the same financial interests whi 
the majority of operations in mine-mill industry General Mills was the chief 


supporter of the antilabor Harold Stassen. 


This is most interesting. General Mills must owe me a great deal 
of money because if they sponsored me they forgot to pay. 


Humphrey was anti-Roosevelt. 


I only managed his campaign in 1944 in my State. 


Once he associated himself with an anti-Semitic, isolationist wing in the 
Farmer-Labor Party and later joined an anti-FDR faction in the Democrat 
Party. He was defeated both times. 


That is how I got here. 


Humphrey helped to sponsor five amendments to the administration's Taft- 
Hartley repeal bill which renewed the old provisions of the law. 

Humphrey helped to sponsor a successful bill which guaranteed continuance 
of the antidemocratic, poll-taxers’ filibuster 


I thought people would like to know that I was for the poll tax 
and filibusters. This should be a great comfort to my militant friends 
on civil rights. Isn’t that ridiculous 4 


Humphrey spoke and voted against an amendment to prohibit racial segrega- 
tion in Federal housing projects. 

Humphrey sponsored a provision for concentration camps which was incor- 
porated into law. 

Humphrey was the first of the “Fair Dealers” to repudiate the administra- 
tion’s health program 

Humphrey has consistently refused to support the Brannan farm plan. 

Humphrey has supported every measure designed to provoke a third world war. 
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I thought the public would like to know the kind of propaganda 


the Communists use. 


(‘The articles are as follows:) 
rom the Union, January 28, 1952] 


Morte Mine-Mitt Boarp STATEMENTS 


tHE HUMPHREY “INVESTIGATION” 


rhe new technique in raiding is making its appearance on the labor scene 
as our union begins another vear In the last 2 years, Mine-Mill has decisively 
defeated raids against scores of our local unions in every section of the United 
States and Canada The raiders’ millions in dues money, their alliance with 
employers and antilabor politicians, their bankrupt red-baiting campaigns, 
their slanders, their goon squads, their attempted murders—azall of these resources 
were unsuccessfully employed against Mine-Mill Our members stood their 
ground, smashed the raids 

Mine-Mill einerged from the fight stronger, larger, and more unified. 

The new raiding technique to be used against all progressive and militant, 
rank-and-file unions has been blueprinted in the first place by antiunion em 
plovers, eagerly assisted by the ClO and a Big Business representative in Con 
gress, United States Senator Hubert E. Humphrey, of Minnesota. Humphrey 
has amnounced that his subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare will conduct an “investigation” into the unions expelled by the 
ClO on charges of so-called Communist domination 

While the technique is new as a method of raiding, it is as old as the first 
attempt to use the power of government to smash the trade-unions. It is 
scredited Dies committee and Dies’ methods of gossip, 





¢ 
if the same mold as the d 


rumor, and character assassination Congressional investigations have become 


dern inquisitions notorious for their parades of stool pigeons, psychopaths, and 


antidemocratie yp rjurers 

Ir the cnse { ir own union, it was precisely because Mine Mill's members 
efeated Philip Murray's attempts to tal s over that he now has to resort 
» guerrilla wart igainst us instead of the direct assault which proved so 


disastrous to the raiders. This has led the raiders to join hands more openly 
ose Who seek te use the war hysteria in order to weaken and destroy 


the trade-unions and to revive the open shop 


The frame-up character of the so-called investigation’ is exposed before the 
first witness is subpenaed. Interviewed by big business magazines and anti 
bor newspapers, Humphrey has announced that he will base his inquiry on 


e reports of the trial committee appointed by Raider Murray to railroad nine 

fliliates out of the CLO 

The CLO “report,” based on spurious charges in star-chambers, kangaroo court 

proceedings before a handpicked Murray committee, was printed at Humphrey's 

nstigation by the United States Senate as an. official document. Humphrey 

presented the ClO report as his own, although less than 150 words in the intro- 
on actually were written by Humphrey 

The obvious intent of the C1lO-Humphrey action in having the Government 
print the CIO report was revealed in a recent magazine interview when Hum 
phrey was asked: 

‘All of these documents about the CIO) proceedings and trials now have 
ie ‘privileged’ haven't they, and the papers can now reprint those docu 
nents without any fear of libel action? 

fo which Humphrey answered Phat is correct. This is an official Senate 
document, and may I say I had the fullest cocperation of the officers of the 
CLO in obtaining these reports.” 

What has happened, is that Humphrey intends to conduct an “investigation” 


of Ir union based on the speculations of certain CIO) leaders, who in arbi 
rarily expelling our organization, violated all due process, ignored all the rules 
f evidence, and tailored the “proot” to fit the charge 

he ClO falsehoods and rigged “evidence” are now given official Government 
inction and the raiders undoubtedly will play heavily on this fact, attempting 

mr members and the general public into believing that the dis 
> evidence” is fresh material dug up by the Senate subcommittee. 
\ United Mine-Mill membership will understand, however, that the Humphrey 


redited ¢ It 
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“investigation” has been inspired by the desperate CIO leadership and it will 
understand, too, that the testimony and findings of the Humphrey comunittes 
are nothing more than a rehash of the star Chamber trials held by CIO. Unde1 
standing these two basic facts, Mine-Mill’s membership will beat back this new 
raiding attempt as it has all previous attempts 
The Humphrey investigation is fraught with danger for all labor The 

Roosevelt Minnesota Democrat has let the union-busting cat out of the bag 
Asked if it wouldn't be a violation of the Taft-Hartley law for an employer to 
play one union against another, Humphrey said: 


“Oh, yes. But we must be sophisticated about this There are a hundred 
subtle ways in which an employer, if he wants to, can play off one union acainst 
anothet And he can do it without technically running atoul of the law.” 


No further proof of Humphrey's motives are necessary than this damaging 
admission 

It is Humphrey's announced intention to deny bargaining rij 
which the CLO has branded “Comimunist dominated.” And he has said brazenly 
that he wants to amend the Tatt-Hartley law to that effect He would deny 
our union and others the right to represent the workers in a plant or mine “eve 
if that union gets a majority” in an election. Mine-Mill is to be punishes 
aceording to the ClO-Hupmphrey plan, because its membership has remained 
loval and has turned back the raiders in National Labor Relations Board 
elections 

“Communist dominated’ unions to Humphrey means unions whose leaders 
ure “spiritually and morally” members of the Coninunist Party; this is some 
thing, he complains, which will be difficult to prove “by rules of evidence.” But 
Humphrey has made it clear in his public announcements that he will not be so 
“unsophisticated” as to be restricted in his union-busting spree by “rules of 
evidence.” The greatest congressional smear campaign since Martin Dies’ is 
about to be launched. 

Who is this new enemy of Mine-Mill who represents a State in which there 
s not a single Mine-Mill member? Who is Humphrey ? 

Humphrey began his career as a radio commentator sponsored by Genera 
Mills, the monopoly that controls Minnesota politics which is linked to the 
Cowles publications and to the House of Morgan, the same financial interests 
which own the majority of operations in) Mine-Mill’s industry General Mills 
was the chief supporter of the antilabor Harold Stassen 

Humphrey was elected mayor of Minneapolis with labor’s support, but was 
in office only a few days when he double-crossed the unions by selecting an 
antilabor chief of police and by breaking his promises on charter reform 

Humphrey was anti-Roosevelt. Once he associated himself with an ant 
Semitic, isolationist wing in the Farmer-Labor party, and later joined an anti 
FDR faction in the Democratic Party He was defeated both times 

Humphreys helped to sponsor five amendments to the administration's Taft 
Hartley repeal bill, which renewed the old provisions of the law 

Humphrey helped to sponsor a successful bill which guaranteed continuance 
of the antidemocratic, poll-taxers’ filibuster. 

Humphrey spoke and voted against an amendment to prohibit racial segregation 
n federal housing projects 

Humphrey sponsored a provision for concentration camps, which was incorpo 
rated into law 

Humphrey was the first of the “fair dealers” to repudiate the administration's 
health program. 

stumphrey has consistently refused to support the Brannan farm plan. 

Humphrey has supported every measure designed to provoke a third world 
war 

These facts and others about Humphrey will be made known to every Mine 
Mill member in the coming weeks and months Armed with the same degree 
of unity which beat back the raiders and cracked the wage freeze in 1951, 
Mine-Mill members will expose and attack the Humphrey-Morgan-ClO plot. it 
every city and hamlet where they live. As we did in 1951, we will mobilize 
every resource at our command to beat back the 1952 raiding conspiracy 





SUPPORT FOR STEEI AND PACKING WAGE STRUGGLI 


The International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, by action of this 
Executive Board, gives unqualified support to the membership of the United Steel 
workers of America and the United Packinghouse Workers of America in their 
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effort to win wage increases from the employers in their industries. We offer 
such support, not only because the steel and packing workers are in great need of 
improved living standards and working conditions, but also because any vic- 
tories they achieve on the wage front can be of considerable assistance to our 
union’s own 1952 wage struggles, already under way. 

We must expend our efforts to the end that our union’s initial victories on 
the wage front are not final or isolated instances of cracking the wage freeze. 
Wage increases are badly needed by the workers in every industry. [very wage 
increase won from now on will be an additional blow at the whole discriminatory 
wage freeze set-up. Enough victories will mean the end to so-called wage sta 
bilization, a false economic theory based on increased profits for Corporations and 
lower living standards for workers. 

While our union can ¢laim a great bargaining vietory in 1951, we must be 
g that the gains we won were watered down by the absence 


rank in recognizil 
of labor unity and mutual co-operation of the trade unions around a fighting 
wage program It would be criminal if labor unions jeopardized the 1952 wage 
fight by continued disunity and isolated negotiations, 

Philip Murray, president of the Steelworkers, in commenting on his union’s 
wage negotiations, has said: 

“In asking for these things the workers in steel are merely requesting that they 
be accorded substantially the same protections that are generally prevalent 
throughout American industry.” 

Mr. Murray has been quoted as saying that the steel union “was simply seek- 
ing to ‘catch up’ on overdue improvements.” 

It is important, therefore, that the steelworkers not be subjected to the same 
treatment accorded them in 1946 when a political deal resulted in a price in- 
crease for the steel monopoly at the expense of all workers, The steel companies, 
fattened by record profits, do not need a price increase But they can more af- 
ford to pay every one of the workers’ demands 

It is our sincere hope that the steel union leaders’ decision to delay strike action 
will not result in a paring down of benefits won from the steel companies and 
approved by the Wage Stabilization Board 

The militancy the CIO packinghouse workers have evidenced thus far in their 
wage struggle can overcome the scared rabbit approach of the AFL leadership 
the industry. The AFL's premature settlement with the packers must not be 


permitted to harm the wage case of the vast majority of the industry's workers 


who are requested by the CLO. Thus far in the wage fight, the CIO packinghouse 
workers have displayed considerable evidence that they are in no mood for pre- 


mature and substandard “agreements.” 

We urge all Mine-Mill local unions to develop support for the steel and pack- 
ing union wage struggles in every area possible, considering such support 
is a necessary part of our own 1952 bargaining campaign. 


Tue West FRANKFORT COAL MINE DISASTER 


The Christmas season coal mine disaster at West Frankfort, DL, has shocked 
nd angered membership of the Internation Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers 

When 119 workers die as a result of the greed for more profits the occasion 
<s not only one of sorrow, but for renewed determination on the part of all 
workers, particularly miners, that the day must come soon when the dividends 
of stockholders cease to be in direct ratio to the widowed and fatherless popula- 
tion of mining towns, 

Chere is no question now that New Orient No. 2 mine was a death trap. The 
nrass eortege o1 the streets of West Frankfort is tragic proof of this. Remain- 
ing to be discussed now is how 119 families shall exist, whether or not the profit- 
grabbing company shall be punished, and what the coal miners, the metal miners, 
and other workers are going to do about getting adequate Federal safety laws 

the statute books. 

This executive board pledges the resources of our union in fighting for Federal 

ws that will prevent future West Frankforts. In this way we feel we can 
best extend the hand of fraternal sympathy to the families of the 119 victims 

nd t ur brother miners of the United Mine Workers of America. 
the punishment of the company officials and of those public officials 
whose callous disregard of the workers’ safety has added so many new names to 
the list of victims of greed. We know that this will be of small comfort to a 
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mining town burying its dead, but perhaps it will help prevent such mass murders 
in the future. 


{From the People’s Voice, March 7, 1952, Helena, Mont. ] 
Burre MINERS UNIton Hotps MINNESOTA GADFLY SENATOR IN CONTEMP'! 


Hon, Husperr HUMPHREY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The Butte Miners Union No. 1 of the International 
Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, with a membership of 6,000 under 
sround metal miners, cannot find words strong enough to condemn the actions 
of your subcommittee in publishing and circulating the dis« redited CLO report 
ugainst our union. 

The CLO report was completely discredited as a tissue of half truths and out 
right lies by our union. The NLRB elections which were conducted in our indus 
try during the last 2 years prove what the workers think of this report. You, bys 
publishing this report and by your public statements have attempted to use the 
present hysteria to promote your own selfish interests 

Che record of our union in its contribution to the Nation’s welfare during 
World War IL and the present war is second to none. We therefore challenge 
you, Senator Humphrey, to compare your record of devotion to the interests of 
our country with the nembership of Butte Miners Union. 

During the erisis which our country faces, we who work in the mines and 
smelters have made many sacrifices in the production of copper, zinc, and other 
vital materials. During the past year 10 members of the Butte Miners Union 
lost their lives in fatal accidents producing copper here at Butte, not to mention 
the hundreds seriously injured and crippled. Small wonder that we resent such 
ridiculous, unpatriotic charges against our union by an individual such as 
yourself, 

Ours is an old established union, has fought against slander and disruption 
Inany times, and has always emerged stronger than ever. At present our union, 
and we speak for Montana as a whole, has the respect and confidence of not only 
the other labor unions but of the overwhelming majority of the people. 

In conclusion, we wish to emphasize that this union has nothing but deep 
contempt for the type of slander against its membership by groups such as yours. 
Ours is a great union, a democratic union, with an excellent record of good rela- 
tions with management and public. We will continue to tight for that union 

3UTTE MINERS UNION No. 1, 
By STANLEY Bascock, Recording Secretary. 

Copy to James E. Murray. 


[From the ACA News, March 1952) 
HUMPHREY RipEs AGAIN—A NEW THREAT TO LABOR 


As Senator Hubert Horatio Humphrey, self-proclaimed “liberal,” banged the 
gavel to open the latest in a long series of red-smearing investigations of militant 
unions on March 17, evidence mounted that the hearings will open the door to 
even more repressive laws than the present Taft-Hartley slave-labor act. 

Though Humphrey’s recent efforts were apparently conceived in collaboration 
with certain labor “statesmen” who hoped to use a new drive against so-called 
Reds in the labor movement to help their raiding attempts, indications now are 
that they are beginning to worry over the fact that they may have raised a 
Frankenstein which could consume all unions 


SEE LABOR FRONT 


In answer to a questionnaire sent out by Humphrey to determine attitudes 
toward proposals to “strengthen” anti-Communist provisions of the T-H law, CIO 
President Philip Murray replied: “We believe that if the Government undertakes 
oO determine what unions can represent workers in this country, it will have 
embarked upon the long trail toward Government control of unions.” 

AFL opposition was expressed by Secretary-Treasurer George Meany, who 
said further legislation would be of no help. Instead, he said, “it would be most 


helpful if the Taft-Hartley Act were repealed by Congress.” 
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BOSSES APPROVE 


Spokesmen for the Chamber of Commerce and the National Association of 
Manufacturers, on the other hand, strongly seconded the proposals of labor's 
friend, the junior Senator from Minnesota. 


“Things are getting rough around here... Let’s 
go and investigate the ACA.” 





A look into Humphrey's background reveals that he has virtually made his 
cnreer out of posing as a friend of Jabor, only to double-cross labor when his 
mediate purposes were achieved 

With the suppert of organized labor, Humphrey successfully ran for mayor 
of Minneapolis. Commenting on his first term as Inavor, the conservative maga 
zine, Survey Graphic, said: “Most remarkable, perhaps, he had won the con 
fidence of a large number of business and industrial leaders who had onee been 
frankly suspicious of his labor backing.” 

Perhaps Humphrey's double-cross of libor in the matter of his appointment 
of a police chief helped convince the moguls that he was really their boy. 
During Humphrey's election campaign he had promised union leaders that he 
would not appoint one Joseph Ryan, a cop notorious for his antilabor record, as 
police chief. His first official act as mayor was the appointment of Ryan 

Usually careful to build up his reputation as a “liberal,” Humphrey is some 
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times compelled to show where he really stands. For example, he was the first 
of the so-called “fair dealers” to repudiate the health insurance program 

He talks a good game on civil rights, but his voting record on Negro rights is 
one of the worst in the Senate. He voted against an amendment to prohibit 
discrimination in public housing. He voted wrong on an amendment to prohibit 
segregation in education. He voted wrong on prohibiting segregation in the 
armed forces 

Notorious among his “wrong” votes was his vote on the McCarran Act which 
was universally condemned by organized labor. He also helped sponsor a meas 
ure for concentration camps, 

Back in 1948, Joseph Driscoll, writing in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, summed 
up the Humphrey potential: 

“Friendly critics say that Humphrey is a rabble-rouser and a demagocue 
Their dread is that he might become enthralled by the piping of his own flute 
and some day, if things get tough all over, and if he thinks he’s hearing the people 
erving for a leader, he might lend his wondreus voice in the wrong direction 
rheyv can only mention that Hubert H. Humphrey, in his quest for popularity and 
votes, will go to extremes.” 

As the Humphrey subcommittee witch-hunt opened in Washington last week, 
organized labor of varying views was worrying about the deadly accuracy of 
Driscolls description New and grave dangers to labor were clear on the horizon 


——— \ 


[I’rom the ACA News, January 1952] 
ClO Finps A “LiIsperaL” AND FAILING RAatp PLAN 


If you've poured millions of dollars down the drain in a fruitless attempt to 
raid the jurisdiction of effective unions, and if they conldn’t be destroyed by out 
and-out labor-baiters, dig into the bottom of the barrel and come up with a so 
ealled “liberal” to do the job. That is the current pitch of the top CLO brass who 
not only saw their raiding program go up in smoke but saw their own membership 
rolls cut by over two million in the past 2 years. 

Having learned through experience that the Un-American Activities Committee 
and the McCarran committee—even with the assistance of “friendly” CIO 
informers—were just too obviously agents of the employers to swing an effective 
ax against decent unions, the “labor statesmen” who were suecessful in making 
the CTO the tail to the Democratic Party kite, petitioned their political bosses 
to pay them off for services rendered by assigning Senator Hubert Humphrey of 
Minnesota to help CIO carry out its “conform or else” program. 


PAYOFI 


Quicker than you could say “mink coat,” the Administration wage-freezers 
and the big business bullyboys who have been superprofiteering on the “stabili 
zation” program, agreed to the payoff. After all, the assignment of a Charlie 
McCarthy like Humphrey was little enough to pay in exchange for the valiant 
efforts of Murray, Carey, and Reuther to win uncritical acceptance by a big 
chunk of the labor movement of every sacrifice loaded onto the backs of the 
working people. And then, who could tell, maybe this new gimmick would 
pay the biggest dividend of all—maybe it actually would be successful in smashing 
the hard nuts in the labor movement, the unions which refuse to knuckle under, 
which fight the wage-freeze and any other policy that is against the interests 
of their members. What better time than an election year like 1952 to take the 
step which just conceivably might give the political machine the complete and 
unquestioning support of an unbroken labor front? 

So Humphrey, who long ago had found a home in Phil Murray’s right-hand 
pocket, was given the nod, 

In his capacity as chairman of a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, Humphrey caused to be published—at Government 
expense—the full text of the CIO’s Kangaroo court “findings” on the unions 

hich were ousted for refusing to dump the rights of their members to make 
their own decisions free from any outside control 

The fact that these “findings” had been exposed so completely self-serving doe 
uments issued by the woefully unsuccessful would-be raiders of the CIO, didn't 


bother the “liberal” Senator Humphrey one bit. Of course, he enrefullv ay 


o1ded 


publ hing the *pretria stutements of the unions involved or the actual trin 
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proceedings—either of which would have completely revealed the contemptible 
“conform or else’ purposes of both the CIO and Humphrey’s political henchmen. 

One clear result of the “trial balloon” was the enthusiastic response it elicited 
from Big Business—which should prove, if nothing else does, that regardless of 
“liberal” labels the Humphrey crusade has the same anti-labor purpose as the 
previous efforts of his more votorious union-busting Congressional brethren. 
The attitude of the moneyed men toward this latest scheme to attack democratic 
unions which embarrass their superprofit making, was revealed when the Hum- 
phrey plan won the support of none other than David Lawrence, columnist 
for the Republican Herald Tribune, who devoted eight pages of his Big Business 
magazine, U. S. News & World Reports, to a more than friendly interview with 
the Minnesota boy wonder. 

Workers, no matter what their affiliation may be, whe are concerned about 
their wages, hours, and conditions of employment will be interested in those 
sections of the interview in which Humphrey suggests that a “strengthened” 
Taft-Hartley Law might be able to do the union-busting job on unions which the 
CLO, the un-American Committee and the McCarran Committee were unable to do. 

Stripped of its fancy doodads, the Humphrey scheme stands naked as another 
in the long series of attempts to shut the mouths and kill the fighting effective- 
ness of workers who refuse to Knuckle under. We believe that this desperate 
attempt, like the others before it, will go down to dismal failure. The very same 
factors which destroyed the former attempts—namely, the refusal of working 
people generally to give up hard won gains in exchange for low-grade red 
herring—will put this latest plan into the dusty pigeonhole reserved by history 
for antilabor schemes “tried and found wanting.” 


The UE News of January 7, entitled “New Conspiracy Against 
Free Unions Revealed in Interview with Senator.” 

The senator to which the article refers is the Senator from Minne- 
sota, Mr. Humphrey. 

(The article is as follows :) 


From the UE News, January 7, 1952] 
New ConsPIRAcyY AGAINST FREE UNIONS REVEALED IN INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR 


WASHINGTON.—-A developing conspiracy between big business interests and 
servants of big business in politics and the labor movement for further govern 
mental attacks on free and democratic unionism in the United States is revealed 
in an interview with Senator Hubert H. Humphrey just published by the Wash- 

ton magazine U. S. News & World Report 

In the seven-page-long interview, both the questions formulated by the maga 


zine, With it reactionary big business outlook, and the answers by Humphrey, 
who is chairman of a Senate subcommittee “investigating communism” in the 
labor movement, reveal the ambition of the conspirators to wreck free, rank 
and file unions 

In his interview Humphrey reveals his blind hatred for UE, which he makes 
the main focus of his attack, although he includes us well eight unions which 
were expelled from CIO on charges of “communist domination” after phony 

=<" by CLO officials in Washington 

Using the usual smokescreen of “fenr for the national security.’ the head of 
the Senate subcommittee revealed that he is personally willing to introduce any 
Nazi-model, governmental measure to get rid of honest. fighting unionism 

Included among the methods suggested to him by the magazine, which he 
faithfully promised his subcommittee would consider, are: 

The outlawing of unions by the U. S. Attorney General; depriving unions of 
bargaining rights either by administrative action, or by law, or both; permit- 
ting bosses to fire workers who may be members of unions which do not have the 
Administration's stamp of approval, denial of government contracts, arbitrary 
denial of bargaining rights, and finally, revision of the Taft-Hartlevy Act to make 
tan even more effective antiunion instrument 

\t one point in his interview, Humphrey clearly admits that his pretended 
concern for “security” is 100 percent phony To one question on security screen 
ngs, which apply to Ul) members as well as to all workers, he says: 

I have every reason to believe that great efforts are being made. and I am 


fYorts, to see that anyone who in any way would be con 
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sidered dangerous in terms of our national security is not in touch with those 
elements of production which would be considered secret or confidential.” 

Despite that clear admission that security cannot be involved, he continues 
throughout his interview to vent his hatred of independent, democratic unionism 
on the excuse of security. 

Humphrey and his interviewers themselves expose the real basis for this 
latest outbrenk of “hate UE” hysteria 

It is that despite the bitter opposition of employers, the partisan meddling 
of Democratic machine politicians, the most bare-faced favoritism of the Taft 
Hartley Board, and the most desperate efforts of the officialdom of CIO, the UE 
goes right on winning collective bargaining elections, fighting for the welfare 
of its membi rship and refusing to subordinate the interests of its membersh pto 
the dictates of either employers or politicians 

That, of course, is what galls Humphrey, the “U. S. News,’ the bosses, the poli 
ticians, and the officials of CIO. That is what they are trying to cover up wil 
the words “Communist” and “National Security.’ 

Humphrey was asked the bosses’ 864 question 

“What can vou do in the ense of those unio 





communist and st go on and win elections as bargain ‘ 

He replied in a rambling sort of way that the Taft-Hartley law requires nor 
ommunist affidavits and added, ‘That shows the difficulty of legislating in that 
manner.” 

He was then asked: 

“If two or more persons Conspire to sign an affidavit in which they sa 
thing when they actually are doing something else, wouldn't they 
subject to prosec ution?” 

Humphrey has to reply, “You would have to prove it by rules of evidence.” 

That is to say, not by the jumbled hodge-podge of smears and innuendo that 
Congressional Committees customarily make use of in their “investigations.” 

Then, without meaning to, Humphrey really exposed the core of the matte 
Saying: 

“You would hs 
than membership in the Communist Party 


prove that the non-Communist affidavit applies to 





To the employers, the non-Communist affidavit means tl the labor leader 
must take an oath to be a bosses’ stooge, and to politicians of Humphrey's stripe, 
it means that the unionist takes ; oath to give blind obedience to his political 
machine Unionists who do that are regnurded | hosse¢ nd polit ns S 


“rood” unionists and the ones who don’t have to be gotten rid of somehow o1 
anvhow 

It Was suggested to Senator Humphre that it isht be simplest to have the 
government deny contracts to companies orgen ‘ by nie t «did 


Humphrey saw some advantages to this suggestion, but some difficulties also 





It may be that after a while if vou start this th he Gover ‘ \ SHV. 
if it doesn't believe in nionism, that, ‘Well, we'll put all of our « tt ts th 
nonunion Companies,” 

Humphrey said he wouldn't like that, givir is h reason I dor ‘ 
this to he left * tothe point where it could jeopardize rela ns | ver 
Government and industry 

Although Humphrey had posed during his legislative career as an enem f 
the Taft-Hart ey Act, he showed con] lete acceptance f it in ) | S. News 


mnterview 
“My own feeling is that this is of sufficient mportance that I imendment to 
the Taft-Hartley Act on this subject would conceivab be appropriate.” he s 
When asked, “If you propose an amendment, would that precipitate a figh 
the entire Taft-Hartley Act?" he replied. “No, I don’t think so.” 
He added, “If we are going to use this as a means to exp 
adequacies of the Taft-Hartley Aet, then we are getting far afield I think that 
would be a disservice.” 
He closed his interview with a plea for the help of industry, which he is sure 


to get, and the help of labor-union officials, which is not so sure 

Humphrey made it clear that he has already received help and expects ire 
from some CTO officials While he will undonbtedly get help from some of the 
most rabid and unprincipled emplovers’ men in the leadership of CTO, he cannot 
hope for support from the labor movement, for the schemes he has revealed 
threaten the entire labor movement, not only the independent unions 

Just as the emplovers and the politicians are attempting to strangle ¢ 


bargaining with the wage freeze, they are { ting now thi eh Humph 
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group to strangle every vestige of freedom for labor in America. Despite 
Iftumphrey’s hopes, and the hopes of the employers, the labor movement can be 
mobilized to fight that 


Senator Humpurry. Now, Mr. Small, with the background which 
you have heard, and the purpose ot this hearing, would you proceed ¢ 
Again ay I express Hii real vratitude to you for coming here. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN SMALL, CHAIRMAN, MUNITIONS BOARD, 
ACCOMPANIED BY LEONARD NIEDERLEHNER, COUNSEL TO 
MUNITIONS BOARD; ALFRED SCANLAN, ASSISTANT COUNSEL TO 
MUNITIONS BOARD; AND COL. LEROY HUDSON, CHIEF, OFFICE 
OF INDUSTRIAL SECURITY, MUNITIONS BOARD 


Mir. Smann. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would lke to read the 
statement, but before doing so, could 1 preface my remarks with a 
smi / I am nota law yer, al d Il am not speaking here asa lawyer. 


INTRODUCTION 


Che problem upon which I am to testify and in which your com- 
mittee is vitally interested, namely, the Communist domination of 
certain labor unions, is one of great magnitude and at the same time 
one of vreat complexity. Certainly the Department ot Defense has 
a prime interest in protecting the security of its classified contracts, 
both from the point of view of preventing a leak of confidential 
nformation in connection with those contracts to unauthorized 
parties, and of insuring the continuity of industrial production during 
the present national emergency, and during any other perils in which 
our country may find itself. We can tolerate neither espionage nor 
sabotage, \\ hether they be clirect Ol ind rect, in our eritical defense 
ndustries. 

The great majority of American unions have a membership made 
up of loyal Americans, interested in doing their daily jobs for the 
efit of their country and their families. Unfortunately, a few 
inions may have fallen under the leadership and control of some union 
offi als Whose proven lovalties are hot in the interest ot the United 
lv are subservient to the interests of a foreign and 
potent lly hye stile power, These officials, through the exercise of the 
idministrative, nevotiath or, al d dis plinary authority which they 
have over the union members, are in a position whereby they could 

se a great deal of harm to the industrial potential of the United 
States. While the great number of the rank and file of a particular 

On, =Uuch as the | nite cd Electrical Workers, indisputably are loval 


hey 


States. but apparent 


\mericans, nevertheless, their leadership may not be of the same 
ripe. Congressional reports extensively document and support the 
iree that the leadership of the UE, the American Communications 

\ss mvt on, and the Mine. Mill and Smelter Workers Union. to men 

Clie more important, have cons stently followed the foreign policy 

} ot the Se et Tonic 


I call your particular attention to the first and second reports of 
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Loyal union members have frequently testified before committees of 
Congress that there is not the least bit of doubt that if the policy of 
the Soviet Union called for strikes in various industries in the United 
States, then the leadership of those unions would subjugate the mem- 
bership to a strike. And in today’s present industrial economic 
society, it is very easy for the leade ‘ship to furnish ostensible eriey 
ances as a facade be hi nd which to hide their true objec tives without 
the membership becoming aware that the strike was, In effect, an act 
of sabotage carried out as an incident to the foreign policy schemes of 
an enenry of the Ir country. Moreover. we cahhot 12no0re the fact that 
oflicials of Communist canine’ unions are in a position to obtain 
valuable information as an incident to their relationship with th 
members of their unions who work within defense facilities 

However, the problem of how to meet the threat that subversive 
union leadership may present is one that admits of no easy answer. 
In adopting a solution we must be careful that the cure is not worse 
than the disease. Any governmental action which would Impair the 
free collective bargaining system on which labor relations in Americar 
in lustry is predicated would be fraught with the greatest danger. As 
the chairman of this committee pointed out recently, the indiscrim- 
inate labeling of “communistic” to actions undertaken by loyal union 
leadership to better the economic and social status of the Americ 
workman has done great harm. Such t: vctics coul l only serve in giving 
: se credit to mes Communists for having the best motives of Amer 
ican labor at heart, when in fact the reverse is true. Moreover, Amer- 

can ulons themse Re s have been most alert and vigorous in removing 
cuiemnahia influences from their own ranks. A recent report of th 
committee, the first report, con tains a record of such positive action 
on the part of the CLO. 

Therefore, we must proceed with extreme caution in fashioni uy 

iy technique—legislative, administrative, or otherwise—which would 
attempt to deal with the Communist leadership of certain American 
unions. Another factor that adds to the complexity of this seta 
is that no one agency of Government can bear the entire re spons bilit 
for solving the problem. For instance, although the Dunartancn 
of Defense has a primary interest In protecting its defense contracts 
and the industrial potential to support those contracts, its respons 
bilities are far from exclusive in this field. Again, there are many 
plants in which the Department of Defense has an interest which em 
braces less than the entire operation of the plant, but is nevertheless 
vitally important. 

Any attempt to deal with the prob ‘lem leads inevitably into the 
field of lnbor re af ations into whic h the De spartm ent of De fe nse shoul 
not inject itself. Moreover, Congress has passed numerous statutes 
which furnish sever: al approac ‘hes to the problem of protecting against 
subversive activity mweneri ally The duty of the execution of these 
statutes has been given to ot he ragencies of government. Their views 
are entitled to great weight, and unilateral action on the part of thi 
Department ot Defense ; in th eC face ot these ot] er delegations of 
sponsibility, would be in ap propriate. 

Finally, when a the avenues of action that may be 
ope ni in providi N eee e answers to pie prob le ms of the G Oommiy 
ist ieascahed Gc. we are beset on all sides by doubts and obseuri 
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ties in connection with the legal authority that exists to deal with the 
ere For these reasons, and with your indulgence, I would like 

» lay before this committee some facts and our reflections on this 
general problem, along with a short summary of what we have done 
within the authority Congress has given us. It is our feeling that by 
presenting to this committee in particular, and Congress in general, 
such data we may contribute to the eventual solution of the problem 
ina way that will meet the threat which it poses, and at the same time 
preserve basic civil liberties. 


INDUSTRIAL SECURITY PROGRAM OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


Che basic legal authority for. the Department of Defense to take 
action in protecting its cl: issified information, including classified con- 
tracts, stems from three legislative proviszons. Title 5, section 22, 
United States Code, gives authority to the head of each Government 
department to prescribe regulations for the protection and preserva- 
tion of the records appertaining to it. The Armed Services Pro- 
curement Act of 1947 provides authority for the Secretaries of the 
military departments to prescribe reasonable conditions in contracts 
made with those departments. Finally, the Espionage Acts furnish 
authority for the protection of government records, information, et 
cetera. These three statutory sources support the Department of De- 
fense program for the denial of access to classified information, in 
)) ylants doing de fe nse work, to representative of management or in- 
dividual employees when they cannot satisfy security criteria. A 
copy of the criteria and procedures appertaining to this program are 
submitted for insertion in the record. 

Under this program, individuals are screened and if found to be 
security risks, are denied access to work on classified defense con- 
tracts. The original denial by the Personnel Security Board can be 
ap] ealed to the Industrial Employment Review Board. There, after 

i fair hearing, the original decision will either be upheld or reversed. 
Thus, while preserving administrative due process, we have been 
able to carry out a program which has had considerable effectiveness in 
protecting classified matter furnished to industry from disclosure to 
-ubversive persons. 

However, the denial of access program, eflic aclous as it may be 
from the point of view of protecting classified information. does not 
in itself substantially reduce the threat ot possible sabotage which 

ight be carried out at the instigation of Communist-dominated 
unions. For instance, there are a large number of facilities, such as 
power plants, which are not themselves classified and with which we 
cdo not have any classified defense contracts, but which are obviously 
vital to the national security. In addition, even in plants which have 
clasified contracts, there may he areas which are not classified, and, 
therefore, hot subject to our normal ( learance procedure, but in which 
S ibotage mitv be carried out which will IMApal or dest royv the entire 
facility. We do not believe that we have legal authority to go in and 
remove or summarily exclude potential saboteurs from national-de- 
ense facilities. 

Pune the last war. Executive Order 8972 provi led authority 


Wpo! hich a summary exe hu sion or removal program Was predicated. 
1? 


a ver, title I] of the Ih tern: sat (ct of L950 woul | permit 
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the apprehending and detention of potential saboteurs if war should 
break out. However, the removal of potential saboteurs from defense 
facilities is a responsibility which transcends the immediate duties of 
the Department of Defense. The Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
with its up-to-the-minute knowledge of the activities of potential 
saboteurs, can better attest to the threat we are now talking about. In 
addition, the Facilities Protection Board, operating as the agent of 
the National Security Council, has been deemed responsible to furnish 
the policy and guidance for the protection of facilities of this country 
from possible sabotage. (For the guidance of the committee, I would 
like to submit for insert as in the record a description of the organiza- 
tion and duties of the Facilities Protection Board.) Legislation on 
this subject is under study in the executive branch of the Government, 
which would permit, under certain conditions, the summary exclu- 
sion or removal from the national defense facilities of the individuals 
who may engage in espionage, sabotage, or other willful activities 
intended to disrupt the national-defense program. Passage of such 
legislation, followed by a Government-wide program to implement it, 
would go far in tightening up a serious g: i. In our’ security picture. 


THE COMMUNIST DOMINATED UNION PROBLEM 


However, granting the efficacy of the Department of Defense denial 
of access program, and assuming a tightening up in the removal 
suspension authority, nevertheless the Communist-dominated union 
will still present a serious threat to national security. Even theugh 
the vast majority of individual employees who are members of such 
unions are loyal to the United States, and where required have re 
ceived security clearance to work on classified contracts, still there 
may be a strong string of control over some of them resting in the 
hands of officials whose loyalties lie elsewhere. As I said at the outset 
of my statement, the administrative, disciplinary, and negotiating 
atuhority which subversive international union officials possess gives 
them instruments of power which can be used witih terrible disad- 
vantage to the United States if appropriate circumstances call for 
their use in such a manner. Numerous investigations and reports 
from Congress have attested to this fact. Recent congressional hear- 
ings with respect to the communications industry furnish an espe- 
cially dramatic example of how a union allegedly under the control 
of officials following the Communist Party line could paralyze a crit 

_ical industry of the United States. The strikes on the water _— 
and docks of the west coast, carried out under the leade ‘rship of : 
union official whose loy: ulty has more than once been impugned by the 
Congress and the courts of the United States, should teach us another 
lesson in the industrial-strangulation techniques that are at the com- 
mand of those who could use them to jeopardize the interests of our 
country. 

Ie inally there is the situation with which the Department of Defense 
is most intimately concerned. The United Electrical Workers Union 
is the collective-bargaining agency for many facilities working on 
lnportant defense contracts in the strategically lnportant field of 
electronics. Congressional reports point out that a roll call of their 
leadership reveals names whose affinity to the Communist Party line 
is no fiction but a proven fact, sufficient for the Congress and suffi- 
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cient to cause their loyal brethern in the CIO to brand them as either 
agents or dupes of communism and to expel them in disgrace. 

Thus. though the record is clear as to what the situation is, the choices 
available to us with which to meet it are not so easy to distinguish. 
For instance, and not meaning to be facetious, I can point out to this 
committee that no official organ of government having the responsibil- 
ity to do so has proscribed the UE as a Communist-dominated union 
for judicial, legislative, or administrative purposes. I do not mean 
to eke that we refuse to recognize the facts of life in the case of the 
UE, the American Communications Association, and the other Com- 
inanieastmaliatall unions: however, I merely make this point to 
emphasize the serious deficiency that exists in officially spotting a 
ee oat dominated union as a prerequisite to any official action by 

he Department of Defense or any other agency of the Government. 
a the committee will readily apprec late, the De ‘partment of Defense 
does not feel that it is appropriate for it, acting alone, to attempt to 
reme “Ly this deficienc y. 

True, there are other legal avenues of attack on subversive groups, 
including the few unions who would fit into the category. Never- 
theless, an examination of them reveals that thus far, at least, they 
have not helped too much in assisting us to solve the problem which 
this committee has now concerned itself with. For instance, the At- 
torney General, under the authority of Executive Order 9835, has 
the authority to promulgate a list of subversive organizations. Re- 
cently a successful attack was made on the Attorney General's au- 
thority to do this. W ithout prior administrat ive hearing being eranted 
to each ¢ reaniz: ition ( Joint Anti Fascist R Fuge ('on mittes Ve Me- 
Grath, od] U.S. 123.1951). Moreover, the list as it now stands does 
not contain the name ‘of the UE or any important union. 

Turning to the Subversive Activities Control Board, set up pursuant 
to the provisions of the Internal Security Act of 1950, we are still 
left unaided. While that Board has the authority to designate or 
vanizations, including trade unions, as “Communist action” or “Com- 
munist front” organizations, over a year has passed without any con- 
crete results. In fact, the vear has heen devoted to a trial of the case 
of the Communist Party itself. 

Moreover, even assuming that the Subversive Activities Control 
Board did designate certain unions as Communist-front organizations, 
this would eain us little or nothing in meeting the problem of how 
best to protect our defense contracts. All that the Internal Security 
Act provides in such a case is that a member of such a union could not 
apply for a position at a defense facility without revealing the fact 
of his membership. There is no prohibition against actual hiring, 
and the only possible effect. in the long run, of such action by the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board might be to.cause individual mem- 
bers to drift away from unions designated by the Board. Beneficial 
though such a result admittedly would he. we cannot be too sure even 
of that. Moreover. in many cases it would have the effect of pen 
alizing the loyal and innocent member rather than striking at the 
international official whose activities were the basis for the Board’s 
designation of the union as a Communist-front organization. 

as neue remedy thought to have been provided is section 9 (h) 
of the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947. As the committee 
know s, that seetion presel ibes an affidavit to be filed by union officials 
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in which they attest to the fact that they are not a member of the 
Communist Party or other organization believing in the violent over- 
throw of the Government. I believe members of this committee have 
acknowledged the weakness of this particular provision as a Commu- 
nist detection and prevention device. A basic weakness is that it is 
written in the present tense, and formal resignation from the Com- 
munist Party, followed by his signature of the 9 (h) affidavit, leaves 
the Communist-minded union oflicial free to carry on as before. 

Moreover, difficulties ot evidentiary proot SO essential for a COn- 
viction of perjury, present further impediments to successful use of 
section 9 (h) of the Labor-Management Relations Act. 

In spite of these difficulties, there are those who suggest that the 
Department of Defense go off on a program of its own, in a unilateral 
fashion, to rescind defense contracts with manufacturers whose facil- 
ities have a Communist-dominated union as a collective bargaining 
agent. If we were to pursue such a course, we would have deprived 
the Government and the people of the United States of important 
weapons of defense in the fields of electronics, jet propulsion, and 
soon. On the other hand, assume that these suppliers were willing 
to comply with our order; in what position would we then have 
placed them? If the Communist-dominated union had won a repre- 
sentation election, conducted by the NLRB at the facility of our 
contractor, the union might immediately bring an unfair labor prac- 
tice suit against the employer. Under the terms of the National 
Labor Relations Act, it would appear that the NLRB would have 
no alternative but to so find. 

This committee has before it the example of the action of the 
Atomic Energy Commission undertaken against the UE several years 
ago. There are some who would like to rely upon what the AEC 
did there as a precedent of what they believe we should do now. I 
should like to explain the very great differences that exist between 
what we can do and what they did in that one instance. 

In the first place, the action undertaken by AEC, in directing 
General Eleetrie to cease bargaining relations with the UE Was 
taken at a time when the UE officers had not filed non-Communist 
affidavits and consequently the provisions of the National Labor 
Relations Act were not available to them when they unsuccessfully 
challenged the AE By sac “*“y in the case of [ 'R W (¢ TO) Vv. Lili nt/ hal, 
= IF. Supp. 640 (1949).) Secondly, the expulsion of UE in that 

‘ase Was from a ae owned facility and not from the facil 
ity of a private contractor, Scr aaiiiete the great majority of the 
contractors with whom the Department of Defense deals. Thirdly, 
a reading of the Atomic Energy Act reveals quickly the broad and 
eXpress authority which that act bestowed on the AEC, to deal with 
potential subversives. Contrast this with the more general author- 
ity which the Depeartment of Defense has and which has to be ex 
tracted from a reading of three statutes together, all of which I 
mentioned previously in my statement, Fourthly, and I think per- 
haps more convineing than the others since if is less legalistic, the 
\tomic Energy Commission agreed with the Department of De- 
fense that what we were asked to do with respect to private con 
tractors went bevond what they did with aes to thelr own Gov 
ernment-owned facility in the Lilienthal case. In fact. AEC joined 
with NLRB and ourselves in attempting to aia out a mutual pro 
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cedure by which private contractors who were directed by the AEC 
or the Department of Defense, to cease collective-bargaining rela- 
tions with UE or any other Communist-dominated unions, were pro- 
tected from rie threat of being adjudged guilty of an unfair labor 
practice. 

This study was undertaken as the result of the initiative taken by 
the Department of Defense. On February 13, 1951, we requested the 
Attorney General to call an interagency meeting to deal with the 
problem of the Communist-dominated inion. The Department of 
Justice cooper ated, and such a meeting soon was held. At the meet- 
ing the various approaches to the proble m, most of which I have dis- 
cussed today, were examined. A special ad hoc committee consisting 
of representatives of the Department of Defense, Atomic Energy 
Commission, and NLRB was set up to examine the possibilities of 
utilizing, on a larger scale, the technique which the ABC used in the 
Lilienthal case. The Department of Defense offered to change its 
security criteria and procedures to bar Communist-dominated unions. 
A copy of our proposal is furnished for the record. The only pre- 
requisite which we insisted on was that in such cases our contracts 
would not be subjected to the hazard of a successful unfair labor prac- 
tice charge being leveled at them before the NLRB. Unfortunately, 
the NLRB was unable to give us such assurance since it was their 
opinion that the National Labor Relations Act did not sanction it. 
I am furnishing for the information of the committee a letter dated 
July 31, 1951, under the signature of Vice Chairman Reynolds of the 
NLRB, which, in effect, put an end to further efforts on our part to 
work out an administrative solution to this problem by callin: it 
quite clear to us the Board’s opinion of the lack of any legal authority 
to stretch the’ National Labor Relations Act beyond its express terms. 

I think I might read that letter with your permission. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. 

Mr. Smauy. It is on the letterhead of the NLRB, dated July 31, 
1951, addressed to Hon. Daniel K. Edwards, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, Department of Defense, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. Epwarps: This is in reply to your letter of July 5, 1951, requesting 
our consideration of and response to proposals: by the Department of Defense 
respecting the “denial of access to classified information” to “unions whose 
international officers are found to be poor security risks.” 

As we understand the Department's suggestion it is that “the criteria and 
procedures under which the denial of access of Government contractors to 
classified information or material,” as executed through the Department’s 
Personnel Security Board, be amended to provide that after appropriate investi- 
gation and review, a contractor-employer, in the interest of security, may be 
directed by the Department to withhold recognition for collective-bargaining 
purposes from an international union or an affiliated local if the “international 
officers” of such union have been found to be internal-security risks. Thus, it 
may happen that a contractor-employer will be in receipt of instructions from 
the Department that require conduct on his part which may collide with his 
statutory obligation under the amended National Labor Relations Act. 

Both the Board and its general counsel have given thorough and serious con- 
sideration to the Department's proposed procedures. Reluctantly we have con- 
cluded that section 9 (h) of the amended National Labor Relations Act presently 
defines the limit of this agency’s statutory authority respecting control of actual 
or threatened subversive activities. That section of the amended statute was 
adopted by the Congress only after the most exhaustive consideration. For this 
agency to assume that we can now go further would, it seems to us, be an un- 
warranted extension of the scope of the authority Congress deliberately en- 
trusted to our care 
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Our conclusion that we are presently unable to do more than have filed with 
us the affidavits required by section 9 (h) before according labor organiza 
tions access to the processes of this Board, is not to be taken as lack of awareness 
of the gravity of the problem to the Department of Defense and the implications 
to military procurement. 

Certainly the Board and its general counsel in the discharge of their respective 
functions in considering all reasons urged in defense to a charge of an illegal 
refusal to bargain, would accord great weight to action taken by a contractor 
employer pursuant to directives of the Department of Defense. But that is not 
to say that we are free, in advance, to agree that such a directive would alone be 
a conclusive defense to otherwise valid charges and proof of an illegal refusal 
to bargain. 

It is our belief that whenever the statutory requirements have been satisfied, 
neither the act we administer nor any other applicable statute permits this 
agency to determine that an employer may lawfully refuse to bargain collectively 
with the freely designated bargaining representative of his emyloyees, even 
though such refusal is based upon an express directive to do so from a Govern 
ment department engaged in military procurement 

If the Department of Defense should conclude that legislation to accomplis! 
that result is indicated, we should be pleased to render to the Department what 
ever technical assistance we can in connection with any such effort 

Very sincerely yours, 
JAMES J. REYNOLDS, Jr., 
teting Chairmar 


POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION 


Having summarized for the committee what the Department of De- 
fense has attempted to do in meeting the problem caused by the Com- 
munist-dominated union, I should like to enumerate, and speculate 
upon various additional courses of action that may be proposed for 
the Department of Defense to pursue. The Department of Defense 
could continue mere ‘ly to re ‘ly on its present denial of access program, 
coupled with the hope that, since no visible harm yet has been caused 
by Communist-dominated unions, no harm will be caused. It seems 
to me that this would be a most dangerous deception. I am submit 
ting for the benefit of the committee, and in response to your chair 
man’s inquiry, confidential figures which reflect the dollar volume 
of important defense contracts in facilities where the United Electrical 
Workers Union is the collective-bargaining agent. I request that it 
not be put in the record. The amount is substantial, but less than half 
of the contracts within General Electric. 

Senator Humrurey. We will surely respect your request of the con 
fidential nature. 

Mr. Smaut. Thank you. Anyone looking at those figures and then 
recalling the Allis-Chalmers strike during the period of the Nazi-Rus 
sian pact of the early days in World War II, cannot help but be led to 
the conclusion that we must be alive to the potential menace presented. 
On the other hand, however, I have already pointed out to the com 
mittee the harm that might be done if we were to pursue the path of 
unilateral action, and blindly reject contracts with contractors whose 
facilities happen to be in the control of a Communist-dominated union. 
Such a course of action would offer us the choice bet ween the cut-back of 
defense production on the one hand, and a rash of unfair labor practice 
suits against our contractors on the other. Moreover, it would put the 
Department of Defense too far in the area of labor-management rela 
tions, whereas we have consistently tried to adhere to a policy of not in 

jecting ourselves into that area. 





IH COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


CONCLUSION 


I must confess to the members of this committee that the Department 
of Defense. with the other agencies of Government who have been 
examining this problem for a long time, can provide no ready answer to 
it. The difficulties, the doubts, and the potential pitfalls that sur- 
round the possible courses of action which we may take, or not take, 
cannot be underestimated. Nevertheless, I believe that the solution 
must be and can be found. At the very least there are certain con- 
clusions and recommendations that warrant the consideration of the 
Congress and other agencies ot Government involved. First, what- 
ever is done should be done On Aan across the board basis and not con- 
fined to isolated actions of the Atomic Energy Commission or the De- 
partinent of Defense. The Facilities Protection Board, for instance, 
furnishes ah organizational structure which could be utilized to sur- 
vey this whole problem and perhaps come up with the answer to it. 
kor one agency of Government to act without the others in this 
field would not only create ¢ onfusion Hi the le Oo al sphe re, but it would 
also mean that the vreal wealth of experience possessed by other 
agencies is being omitted. 

I will not atteript to suggest to the committee whether any particular 
legislation will provide the answer. Those are questions that would 
be directed to experts possessed with responsibility and knowledge 
vhich are not mine, and to whom my advice easily could appear 
presumptuous. All I can do is to reiterate as my concluding 
thought the one with which I began. The danger to industrial security 
from the Communist dominated union is a real one, a present one, and 
very dangerous in its potential, However. in meeting that danger, 
we must preserve the basic rights of the millions of loyal union mem- 
he oe 

I would like to thank your con mittee for hearing me out, and for 
their convenience I have attached, as appe ndixes to my statement, the 
several documents which I promised to furnish for the record. I 
would like the committee to know that Assistant Secretary Rosenberg 
examined this statement in detail and concurs in the views expressed 
herein. 

This statement has been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget and 
that Bureau advises that there is no objection to its presentation. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Small, on behalf of the committee. I want 
to oe ik you for your statement, one that I consider to be extraordi- 

“ily we T] pre pared. It surely outlines for us the complexity of the 
os blem with which we are attempting te deal, to study and survey. 

You have stated it so well that this is not one that one can just chart 
an easy course toward solution. It is going to require a good deal of 
thinking and careful thinking on the part of many experienced and 
responsible people. 

as iy T say that at this time we shall incorporate into the body of 

» hearings the papers and documents which Mr. Small has prese nted 
for the ap er x. This shall not, however, ine lude the confidential 
material which Mr. Small has made available to the chairman of the 
aienaiiahs eC. 
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(The information is as follows :) 
CHARTER, INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT REVIEW Boarp As AMENDED 


ae re is hereby created, as joint | rd of t Depart ts of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, the Industrial kmployment Revie Board hich s! be 
responsible directly to the Secretary ¢ he Army, t secre of tl Navy and 
the Secretary of the Air Force, for the performance of the duties 
hereinafter prescribed 

2 Lhe Board sha operat rice gener: ( estal hed ! pnroved b 
the Munitions Board d sha iperseds pon the 
Industrial Employment Review Board thin the © f | \ 
General of the At \ 








I Wise \ iccept evidence r 


| the issues to be determined by the Board; (v) shall furnish the appellant, upon 
his request, a verbatim transcript of the Board’s proceedings in 1 case, edited 


Ooniyv to the extent necessary to safeguard clas tied information ind | yal 


¢ ‘ } 


each case upon all of the evidence and information available to the Board, m 


| such ¢ teria is hall be established jointly by ( secre irl i 
| forth its decision in writil together with reasons theref \ ) l 
decision shall be furnished to the a ellant | he Board 
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ferred to the Board, and all administrative services including personnel, space, 
and budget matters shall be furnished by the Munitions Board. 

8. The Chairman shall furnish such reports to the Secretaries and to the 
Chairman of the Munitions Board concerning the work of the Board as may be 
requested from time to time, and the Board shall be responsible for the safe- 
guarding of all classified information in its possession. 

GORDON GRAY, 
Necre tary of the {rmy. 
JoHN T. KOEHLER, 
issistant Secretary of the Navy 
A. S. Barrows, 
icting Secretary of the Air Force 


PATRICK W. TIMBERLAKE, 
Munitions Board. 
NOVEMBER 7, 1949. 


IA GOVER G A BY THE INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT REVIEW BOoOaArp, 


SED NOVEMBER 1 1950 
Ist Kraployment Review Board, pursuant to its 
dst Noy ber 7. 1949 \ be governed by the following criteria 
blished by the Secretaries of the Army, Navy and Air Force 
Ae f Ss 1 “i military information shall (except as 
( ‘ sed to an individual if, on all the evidence 
1 in i | Ronrd, reasonable grounds exist for belief that 
I] ed acts of treason or sedition, or has engaged in acts of espion- 
g ‘ e: has active dvocated or aided the commission of such acts 
! r has knowingly associated with persons committing such acts, 
Is ely ed by, or subject to the intluence of, a foreign government under 
SI es which may jeopardize the security interests of the United States. 
l tively sdvocated or supported the overthrow of the government of 
| S tes v the us { force ¢ violence 
| i! tionally disclosed 1 tury information classified confidential or 
t vit l | y and with reasonable knowledge or belief that it may 
t smnitte: t oreign government, or has intentionally disclosed such infor- 
oO persons ituthorized to receive it 
e r emotionally unstable, is an habitual offender of the law, 
pos he integrity, discretion nd responsibility essential to the 
f ry information. 
Is or recently has been member of, or affiliated or sympathetically asso 
foreign or domestic organization, association, movement, group, 
! which is, or which has been designated by the 
ey Genel being, totalitarian, fascist, communist, or subversive, (b) 
ted, vhich 1} heen designated by the Attorney General as 
ipted, a policy of advocating or approving the commission of acts of 
e or violence to deny other persons their rights under the Constitution of 
he | d States, or (¢) which seeks, or which has been designated by the 
tt General as seeking, to alter the form of the government of the United 
States by unconstitutional means provided, that access may be granted, not- 
vithstanding such membership, affiliation, or association, if it is demonstrated, 


more than a mere denial, that the security interests of the United States will 

t thereby be jeopardized 

RB. Aliens Access to information or material subject to Section 10 (j) of 
the Act of Juiv 2, 1926 (10 U.S. C. 310 (7)) whether or not classified, shall be 
refused to an alien if, on all the evidence and information available to the 
Board, reasonable grounds exist for belief that the alien is ineligible for access 
inder the criteria specified in A above 

C. Contractors \ccess to military information necessary for the negotiation, 
award or performance of a contract shall be refused to a contractor or pro- 


pective contractor f. on 


all the evidence available to the Board, reasonable 
vrounds exist for belief that 
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1. Any of the personnel] of the contractor or prospective contractor who will 
have access to such information or material is ineligible under the criteria speci 
tied in A or B above. 

2. The contractor or prospective contractor is owned by or is under the con- 
trol or influence of foreign interests under circumstances which may jeopardize 
the security interests of the United States. 

ARCHIBALD S. ALEXANDER, 
Secretary of the Army 
JOHN ‘TT’. KOEHLER, 
issistant Secretary of the Vary 
A. S. BARROWS, 
Under Secretary of the Air Force 


Approved 


us — 
Vunitions Board 


NOVEMBER 7, 1949 


PROCEDURES GOVERNIN \PPEALS TO THE INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT REVIEW BOAR 
AS AMENDED 


REVISED NOVEMBER 10, 19 } 


Appeals to the Industrial Employment Review Board, pursuant to its Charte: 
dated November 7 shall be governed by the following procedures hereby es 
tablished by the Board and approved by the Secretaries of the Army, Navy and 
Air Force, and the Munitions Board. 

1. Devisions Subject to Appeal—Any decision of the Army-Navy-Air Force 
Personne! Security Board, the effect of which is to deny (1) access to Classi 
fied information or material, or (ii) access of an alien to information or material 
pursuant to Section 10 (j) of the Act of July 2, 1926 (10 U.S. GC. 3810 ¢))), 
may be appealed to the Industrial Employment Review Board or to a Regional 
or Area Board established by it (except as the context indicates otherwise all 
such Boards are referred to hereinafter as “the Board”): Provided, that upon 
the application of an appellant and upon good cause shown, the Board may in 
its discretion reconsider a prior decision of the Board whether such prior decision 
was made before or after the Board’s reconstitution pursuant to the Charter of 
November 7, 1940 

2. Rights of Appeal.—Each individual, contractor or prospective contractor 
against Whom a decision, appealable under paragraph 1 above, has been rendered, 
shall have the right (i) to appeal to the Board by filing notice thereof in writ- 
ing, (ii) to be given reasonable notice of the time and place of hearing, (iii) 
to be heard in person or in writing and tod be represented by counsel, union 
representative or otherwise, (iv) to submit evidence or other proof including the 
right to produce witnesses in his behalf bearing on the issues to be determined 
by the Board, (v) to be notified in writing of the Board's findings and decision, 
and «vi) to request reconsideration by the Board of its decision for good cause 
shown 

3. Initiation of Appeals.—Within 30 calendar days after the receipt of notice 
of a decision, appealable under paragraph 1 above, the individual, contractor 
or prospective contractor concerned may appeal to the Industrial Employment 
Review Board by submitting a written notice of appeal stating therein whether 
he desires to appear before the Board in person or by his counsel or representative 
or to submit his appeal in writing. Notice of appeal must be addressed to the 
Industrial Employment Review Board, c/o The Munitions Board, National De 
fense Building, Washington 25, D. C, 

$1, Action by Industrial Employment Review Board. (a) Adequacy of the 
Charges.—Upon receipt of a notice of appeal pursuant to paragraph 3 above, 
the Industrial Employment Review Board will obtain the complete record of the 
ase from the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board and will ascer 
tain whether the appellant has been informed as fully as security considerations 
permit of the reasons for the decision appealed from. If such Board is of the 
opinion that the appellant was not so informed, it will cause a full statement 
of the reasons for the decision, insofar as security considerations permit, to be 
included in the notice of hearing provided for in subparagraph (b) below. 

(b) Time and Place of Hearing or Review of Case—Upon completion of any 
action required by subparagraph (a) above, the Board will set a time and place 
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for hearing or review of the case and will notify the appellant thereof in 
writing not less than 30 days prior to such hearing or review. 

(c) Conduct of Hearing. In the discretion of the Industrial Kmployment 
Review Board and as it may direct, the hearing may be held by it or by a 
Regional or Area Board in Washington, D. C., or elsewhere. With the consent 
of the appellant, the hearing may be held by a single member or alternate 
member of the Board. A hearing may be attended only by the members or alter- 
hate members of the Board participating therein, officials directly connected with 
ie adjudication of the case, witnesses for the Government or the appellant, 
ind the appellant, his counsel, or union representative or otherwise. A witness 

ay be present only when he is actually testifying. Strict legal rules of evi- 


dence will not be applied but reasonable bounds of relevancy, competency, and 
materiality will be maintained All testimony will be given under oath or 
iffirmation The Government and the appellant may introduce such evidence 
or other proof, oral or written, as the Board may consider proper. The hearing 
will be conducted in such manner as to protect from disclosure information 

ecting the national security or tending to comprise investigative sources or 


ethods, but within the limits set forth by the foregoing, the appellant or his 
nsel shall have the right to cross examine government witnesses who have 





bye ( ed \ verbatim stenographie transcript w be made of the hearing and 
ned as a permanent part of the record of the case. Upon the request 

f ft} ippellant, the Board will furnish to him a copy of the transcript of the 
} ring. edited only to the extent necessary to safeguard classified information. 
Dee the Board w decide each Case n executive session and, in 

ving at its decision, will be governed by the criteria established by the Secre 
Army, Navy, a \ir Force Che Board will reach its decision 

| he majority vote i quorun Where four members are present, the chair- 
I all not vote: provided, however, that where substantive matters affecting 
‘ ual disposition of the appellant’s case are involved and the only qualified 
wyer i so the chairman, the chairman shall vote, and one of the remaining 

e nie b to } chosen bv ballot, shall decline to vote When the Bourd 
sets aside a decision involving an individual (but not a contractor or prospective 


the Board may, if it finds that the loss of employment resulted from 


such d sion, recommend to the appropriate authority that the individual be re 
bursed it nh amount not to exceed the difference between the amount he 

iN d have earned at the rate he was then receiving and the amount of his 
nterim net earning The decision of the Board, which shall state its reasons 
fore, will be set forth in writing The decision will be final subject 


vy to reconsideration by the Board on its own motion, or at the request of the 
ppellant for good ca 


ise shown, or at the request of the Secretary of the 
enartment concerned 


Votice of Decisior The Board upon reaching its decision will transmit 

in writing said findings and noticé of decision to the appellant and simultane 

usly furnish other copies to the interested offices of the Department of Defense, 
nion, employer, and legal representative 

». Reeords The Board shall maintain a complete record of its proceedings, 

ons, and decisions Upon receipt of a notice of appeal pursuant to para 


ph 8 above, and at any time thereafter, the Board may require the Army- 
Navv-Air Force Personnel Security Board or any ageneyv of the Departments 
he Army. Navy, or Air Foree to furnish to the Board the record of the case 


1 under its jurisdiction pertaining to the 


nv other information or materia 

The Board is authorized to examine all persons who are available upon 
se evidence the letter of denial was issued and may request relevant infor 
e) sting Directive Insofar as the provisions of WD Pam 
No, 82—4. December 1946, DA Memorandum No. 380—-5-10, 2 April 1948, and 
vy other directives of the Departments of the Army, Navy and Air Force are 


nsistent with the procedures prescribed herein the same are amended accord 


n and material gfrom outside agencies of the Government 
FE 


aqopnent ¢ 


Approved : 
Gorden Gray, Secretary of the Army: John T. Koehler, Assistant 
f the Navy: A. S. Barrows, Acting Secretary of the 
Air Force: Patrick Timberlake, Munitions Board; J. Tenney Ma- 
son, Chairman of the Board: Harold R. Stadfield, Lt. Col., JAGC, 
A\rmv Member: George L. Shane, Capt. USN, Navy Member; 
Kenneth MacKenzie, Air Force Member 


secretary 


Date: November 30, 1949. Revised: November 10, 1950 
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ARMY-NAVY-AIR ForRCE PERSONNEL Securtry Boarp, 
rHE Provost MARSHAL GENERAL, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington 25, D. C., 4, December 1950. 
Subject: Procedures Governing the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security 
Board. 
To: Commanding Generals, Continentals Armies and Military District of Wash- 
ington. Attention Assistant Chiefs of Staff, G—2 
Chief of Naval Operations (Director of Naval Intelligence) Department of 
the Navy, Washington 25, D. C. 
Commanding Generals, Major Air Commands. 

1. Reference is made to the following Army, Navy and Air Force directives 
which contain the policy of the Munitions Board for the security clearance of 
private contractor employees and industrial facilities : 

DA Special Regulations 380-405-1, dated 1 Nov. 1950 

( S. Navy Security Manual for Classified Matter, Chapter 16, dated 
1 Nov. 1950. 

Air Force Regulations 205-17 and 205-18, dated 21 Sulv 1950 

~. Inclosed are (1) the Charter of the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security 
Board, and (2) the procedures governing the Board as approved by the Secre 
taries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 

3. It is requested that cases forwarded to the Board for action contain, in 
adition to all available investigative reports and data, the following specifi 
information regarding the subject individua 

a. Results of National Agency Check e 

b. An up-to-date Personnel Security Questionnaire (DD Form 48) or Alien 
Questionnaire (DD Form 49) whichever is appropriate, including subject’s 
most recently established address 

c. Statement as to whether or not subject has access to classified and/or 
aeronautical information at the time his case is submitted, and, if so, the specifi 
Classification of access 

d. The Specific classification of clearance desired for subject 

f. The present address of the Board is: The Army-Navy-Air Force Person 
nel Security Board, ¢/o The Provost Marshal General, Department of the Army, 
Washington 25, D.C 

For the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board: 

M. J. FITZGERALD, 
Colonel, MPC, Army Member 
Two enclosures: 1. Charter, 2. Procedures 


CHARTER OF ARMY-NAVY-AIR FORCE PERSONNEL SECURITY BOAR! 


1. There is hereby created, as a joint board of the Departments of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board, which 
will be responsible directly to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
for the performance of the duties and functions hereinafter prescribed 

2. The Board will operate under general policies established and approved by 
the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, and will supersede, upon execu 
tion of this charter, the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board within 
the Office of the Provost Marshall General of the Army. 

3. Each of the Secretaries of the military Gepartments will appoint one mem- 
ber, and the three members so appointed wgll constitute tha Board. Each Secre- 
tary may also :ppoint alternate members to serve in the place of the member 
appointed by such Secretary. Initially, the members of the Board will select one 
of the appointed members to be Chairman of the Board, and thereafter chair- 
manship of the Board will rotate, on a monthly basis, among the three military 
services. Three members, one member or alternate member from each Depart 
ment, will constitute a quorum. Each Department represented will have one vote 
and decision of the Board will be reached by majority vote of a quorum. 

1. There are hereby delegated to the Board all powers necessury and incident 
to the proper performance of its duties. Subject to the approval of the three 
Secretaries, the Board will adopt its own methods of procedure, rules, and regu 
lations governing the conduct of the business of the Board. 
>. The Board will have jurisdiction for the purpose of determining, in accord 
ance with approved policy on the subject, whether access to military information 
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or material will be granted, denied, suspended, or revoked for security reasons 
to (i) contractors or prospective contractors in connection with the bidding, 
negotiation, award or performance of a Classified contract with a military depart- 
ment; (ii) employees or prospective employees (citizens or aliens) of contractors 
or prospective contractors in connection with classified contract work for a mili- 
tary department; and (iii) prospective alien employees of contractors or prospec- 
tive contractors in connection with contract work for a military department for 
the furnishing or constructing of aircraft, aircraft parts or aeronautical acces- 
sories (10 U.S. C. 310 (J)). As used herein, the term “prospective employee” 
means any individual who is selected by the contractor or prospective contractor 
for employment on work which requires security clearance in accordance with 
approved policy on this subject. 

6. a. The Board, pursuant to the procedures, rules, and regulations established 
in accordance with paragraph 4 hereof, will make a determination in all cases 
Within its jurisdiction (i) in which an agency of a military department has rec- 
ommended that access by an individual, prospective contractor, or contractor to 
nilitary information be denied, suspended, or revoked; (ii) in which a decision 
of action of a field agency of a military department has the effect of denying, 
suspending, or revoking access by an individual to military information; and 
(iii) in which action by the Board is requested by the Secretary of the Military 
Department concerned: Provided, That the Board will not make a determination 
ina case Which involves a decision or action from which an appeal has been taken 
to the Industrial Employment Review Board, except on the latter Board’s request. 
Reconsideration of any determination may be had as provided in paragraph 8 
hereof 

b. In all cases in which final action of the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel 
Security Board unfavorable to the individual, prospective contractor, or con- 
ractor may result, the Board will (i) furnish the individual, prospective con- 
tractor, or contractor involved with notice of the proposed action and a statement 
of the reasons therefor in as great detail as, in the opinion of the Board, security 
considerations permit in order to provide the individual, prospective contractor, 
or contractor with sufficient information to enable him or it to prepare a reply: 
and (ii) afford the individual, prospective contractor, or contractor an oppor- 
tunity to submit affidavits or other written evidence in his behalf within a period 
of time to be specified by the Board in the notice, but in any event not less than 
ten (10) days from the date of the receipt of the notice by the individual, pros- 
pective contractor, or contractor. The failure of an individual, prospective con 
tractor, or contractor to submit affidavits or other written evidence in his or its 
behalf to the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board will not prejudice 
his or its right to subsequent appeal to the Industrial Employment Review Board, 
n the event the decision of the Personnel Security Board is unfavorable to such 
ndividual, prospective contractor, or contractor 

7. The Board will decide each case upon all the evidence and information 
fore it in accordance with the criteria established for the Industrial Employ- 
ment Review Board, and will set forth its decision in writing, together with 
reasons therefor. The Board will announce its decision in the names of the 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Foree. In all cases in which action 
has been taken in accordance with paragraph 6b above, the individual, pro- 
spective contractor or contractor involved will be informed of the decision, and, 
f it is adverse to such individual, prospective contractor or contractor, with a 
wriften notice of his or its right of appeal to the Industrial Employment Review 
Beard: if the decision is favorable in these cases, the notice will also include a 
specific reference to the notice of proposed action previously furnished under 
paragraph 6b above. 

8. Decisions of the Board will be final, subject only to: (i) consideration by 
the Industrial Employment Review Poard either on appeal to it by the individual, 
prospective contractor or contractor involved, or at the request of the Secretary 
f the Military Department concerned: (ii) reconsideration by the Army-Navy- 
Air Force Personnel Security Board at the request of the Industrial Employment 
Review Board; or (iii) reconsideration by the Board at the request of the Seec- 

tary of the Military Department concerned, on its own motion, or, in the dis- 
retion of the Board, at the request of the affected individual, prospective con- 
tractor, or contractor for good cause shown: Provided, That the Board will not 
make a determination in a case which involves a decision or action from which 
peal has been taken to the Industrial Employment Review Board, except 
n the latter Board’s request. Reconsideration may extend to any decision of 
the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board or of any activity of a 
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military department which was made before the reconstitution of that Board 
pursuant to this Charter. 

9. All of the property and records of the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel 
Security Board within the Office of the Provost Marshal General of the Army 
will be transferred to the Board, and all administrative services including per- 
sonnel, space, and budget matters will be furnished by the Secretary of the Army. 
The Central Index File will function under the administrative supervision of 
the Board. Direct communication between agencies of the military departments 
and the Board is authorized. 

10. : The Chairman of the Board will furnish such reports to the Secretaries of 
the military departments, and to the Chairman of the Industrial Employment 
Review Board (in cases in which the latter Board has assumed jurisdiction) 
concerning the work of the Board as may be requested from time to time, and 
the Board will be responsible for safeguarding all classified information in its 
possession. 

11. Except at the request of the Secretary of the military department con 
cerned, the Board will not make a determination in the following cases: (i) all 
cases involving access to “restricted data” as defined in the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946, or to research, development and production of cryptographic equipment ; 
(ii) all cases originiating outside the continental limits of the United States; 
(iii) all cases involving denial, suspension, or revocation of security clearance 
of a prospective contractor or contractor on grounds pertaining solely to the 
physical elements of security; and (iv) all cases involving solely a determination 
of the eligibility of a prospective contractor or contractor for the award or per 
formance of a contract pursuant to the foreign ownership provision of section 
10 (j), Act of July 2, 1926 (44 Stat. 787,10 U. S. C. 310 (Jj) ). 

Approved : 

August 11, 1950: 

FRANK PAceE, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army. 

August 11, 1950: 

JOHN T. KOEHLER, 
(ssistant Necretaru of the Navy. 

September 15, 1950: 

THOMAS K, FINLETTER, 
Secretary of the Air Force. 


PROCEDURES GOVERNING THE ARMY-NAVY-AIR FORCE PERSONNEL Securtty BoArpD 


Consideration of cases by the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board, 
pursuant to its Charter dated 19 June 1950, will be governed by the following 
procedures hereby established by the Board and approved by the Seeretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
1. Cases to be Considered 

Che Board will make a determination in all cases within its jurisdiction which 
are referred to it in accordance with paragraphs 5 and 6 of its Charter and 
pursuant to established policy on the subject. Reconsideration of cases by the 
soard shall be governed by paragraph 8 of its Charter. Notice of a request by 
the individual, prospective contractor, or contractor for consideration or recon 
sideration of a case shall be in writing and shall be forwarded to the Army-Navy- 
ir Force Personnel Security Board, National Defense Building, Washington 
ry: <5 





4 Oriteria and Standards 


Each determination of the Board will be made upon all the evidence and infor 


mation before it, in accordance with the eriteria established for the Industrial 
Employment Review Board. In making its determination, the Board will take 
nto consideration the failure to disclose to the individual, prospective contractor, 
or contractor, the sources of information and material contained in the investiga 
tive reports, and where applicable. the lack of complete specificity of the notice 
to him or it of the reasons for the proposed action. Strict rules of evidence will 
not be applied, but the information and evidence available will be given weight 
according to its probative value, 


Initial Action 


a. Upon receipt of the request or recommendation for action by it, the Board 
will review the case in the light of the criteria and standards set forth in para 
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graph 2 and will determine whether the reported information warrants: 
(i) granting the individual, prospective contractor, or contractor access to mili- 
tary information; (ii) further investigation; or (iii) further processing with a 
view to possible denial of access to military information. 

b. In exceptional situations where, in the opinion of the board the continued 
presence of the individual in a contractor's plant, or the continued access by the 
individual, prospective contractor, or contractor to military information, pending 
final decision in the case would jeopardize seriously the security of the plant or 
of military information, the Board may direct an interim revocation of consent, 
or an interim denial of access to military information of specified security classi- 
fications. If such action has already been effected by an agency of a military 
department, the Board will review such action to determine the propriety of it 
under the circumstances. In the event the decision by the Board to take such 
interim action changes the status of the individual, prospective contractor, or 
contractor, the Board will advise the commanding oflicer of the agency of the 
military department concerned of its interim decision in the matter, with instrue- 
tions to inform this individual, prospective contractor, or contractor, as appro- 
priate, of the decision, but not of the detailed reasons therefor, except that it is 
for security reasons. 

c. If the Board determines that access to military information should be granted 
to the individual, prospective contractor, or contractor involved, it will proceed 
in accordance with paragraphs 5 and 6a below, and will inform the appropriate 
agencies or the military department concerned of its decision. 

j. Adjudication Procedures 

a. If, on preliminary consideration, the Board concludes, upon the informa- 
tion and evidence available to it, that the granting of access to military informa- 
tion is not clearly warranted, the Board will request further investigation, or 
will prepare a notice of proposed action to deny the individual, prospective 
contractor, or contractor access to military information of specified security 
Classifications, which notice shall include a statement of the reasons for the 
proposed action in as great detail as, in the opinion of the Board, security con- 
siderations permit in order to provide the individual, prospective contractor, or 
coutractor with sufficient data to prepare his or its reply. The notice will 
inform the individual, prospective contractor, or contractor that he or it has 
the right within ten (10) calendar days from the date of his or its receipt of the 
notice to submit an answer in writing under oath or affirmation, together with 
such statements, affidavits, or other documentary evidence as he or it may 
desire, and that, in the event he or it fails to submit such defense, the Board 
will decide the matter on the basis of the information and evidence available 
to it, without prejudice to his or its right of subsequent appeal to the Industrial 
Employment Review Board. The notice also will inform the individual, pro- 
spective contractor, or contractor that he or it has no right to appear before 
the Board in person or by counsel, and that in the event of an adverse decision 
by the Board, he or it will be so advised and will have the right of appeal to the 
Industrial Employment Review Board in accordance with the terms and con- 
ditions of its Charter. 

b. The Board will transmit the notice directly to the individual, prospective 
contractor, or contractor involved by registered mail with a request for a return 
receipt signed “by addressee only.’ Such signed receipt will be forwarded 
direct to the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board for inclusion in 
the complete file of the case. The Board will simultaneously furnish a copy 
of the notice to interested agencies of the military departments for information. 


5. Decision 


a. If the individual, prospective contractor or contractor does not reply in 
writing to the notice and letter of charges within the time specified, or within 
such extension of time for answering as the Board in its discretion may grant, 
the Board will make its determination on the complete file, according to the 
criteria and standards set forth above. 

b. If the individual, prospective contractor or contractor does submit a reply, 
the Board will make its decision on the complete file, including the reply and 
any supporting affidavits, statements, ete., according to the criteria and stand- 
ards set forth above 

e. The Board will reach its decision by majority vote. The decision of the 
Board, which will state its reasons therefor, will be set forth in writing. 

d. When the Board sets aside a decision or action involving an individual 
(but not a contractor or prospective contractor), the Board may, if it finds that 
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a loss of employment resulted from such prior decision or action, recommend 


to the appropriate authority that the individual be reimbursed in an amount 
not to exceed the difference between the amount he would have earned at the 
rate he was then receiving and the amount of his interim net earnings, or such 
lesser amount as the Board may determine. 

iction Subsequent to Decision 

a, The Board will announce its decision in the names of the Secretaries of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

b. The Board will transmit directly by mail to the individual, prospective con 
tractor or contractor involved, a notice of its decision in writing, and in the event 
the decision is adverse to him or it, the notice will also advise him or it of the 
right of appeal to the Industrial Employment Review Board in accordance with 
the terms and conditions of its Charter. If the decision is favorable, the notice 
will also include a specific reference to the notice of proposed action previously 
furnished under paragraph 6b of the Charter, or similar statement in those cases 
not covered by that paragraph. The Board simultaneously will advise appro 
priate agencies of the military department concerned of its decision In the 
event of a decision adverse to an employee or prospective employee of a con 
tractor or prospective contractor, the employer concerned also will be advised 
in writing of the decision. Such notices, however, will not state any reason for 
the decision other than that it is for security reasons. Written receipts for 
each notification will be obtained at the time of delivery and forwarded to the 
Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board. 

Records 

The Board will maintain a complete record of its proceedings, actions, and de- 
cisions. It will, on request, furnish the Industrial Employment Review Board 
and the Secretaries of the military departments the record of any case, and any 
other information or material pertaining to a case. 

8&8. Requests for Additional Information 

Che Board is authorized to request information, material, and advice, including 
technical and legal advice, directly from appropriate agencies of the military 
departments, and from outside agencies of the Government 


9. Amendment of Existing Directives 

Insofar as the provisions of WD Pamphlet No. 82-4, December 1946, DA 
Memorandum No. 3880—5-10, 2 April 1948, and any other directives of the Depart 
ments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force are inconsistent with the procedures 
prescribed herein, the same are amended accordingly 

Approved: 

August 11, 1950 

FRANK PACE, Jr., 
Secretary of the An 


Joun TT. KOFHLer, 


isst. Necretary of the Na 


THOMAS K, FINLETTER, 


Necretary of the fir Force 


THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PROCEDURES AND CRITERIA APPLICABLE TO THE 
Anam y-Navy-Air Force PERSONNEL Security BOARD AND THE INDUSTRIAL EM- 
PLOYMENT Review Boarp INFORMALLY TRANSMITTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OI 
DFFENSE TO THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD FOR THE LATTER'S CONSID 
RATION UNDER COVER OF 26 MARCH 1951 


The procedures governing the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel Security Board 
ire amended by insertion of the language in italies set forth below: 

“? Criteria and Standards.—Each determination of the Board will be made 
upon all the evidence and information before it, in accordance with the criteria 
established for the Industrial Employment Review Board, Provided, however, 
That where the Board makes a determination to deny access on the grounds that 
officials of unions to which the personnel of the contractor or prospective con- 
tractor belong are ineligible under the criteria established by the Industrial 


Emploument Review Board, such determination must receive the approva of 


i 
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Secretary of the military department concerned. In making its determination, 
the Board will take into consideration the failure to disclose to the individual, 
prospective contractor or contractor, the sources of information and material 
contained in the investigative reports, and where applicable, the lack of complete 
specificity of the notice to him or it of the reasons for the proposed action. 
Strict rules of evidence will not be applied, but the information and evidence 
available will be given weight according to its probative value. 
* * * * * * * 

‘3c. If the Board determines that access to military information should be 
granted to the individual, prospective contractor or contractor involved, it will 
proceed in accordance with paragraphs 5 and 6a below, and will inform the 
appropriate agencies of the military department concerned of its decision. 
Where a determination to deny access to a contractor or prospective contractor 
has been made on the grounds that officials of unions to which his personnel belong 
are ineligible under the criteria established by the Industrial Employment Review 
Board. the Board will inform the National Labor Relations Board of its decision. 

The eriteria governing actions by the Industrial Employment Review Board, 
as amended, are hereby amended by the insertion of the underlined subsection: 

“C. Contractors.—Access to military information necessary for the negotiation, 
award or performance of a contract shall be refused to a contractor or prospective 
contractor if, on all the evidence available to the Board, reasonable grounds exist 
for belief that: 

1. Any of the personnel of the contractor or prospective contractor who will 
have access to such information or material, or any officials of unions to which 
such personnel belong, are ineligible under the criteria specified in A or B above. 

2. The contractor or prospective contractor is owned by or is under the control 
or influence of foreign interests under circumstances which may jeopardize the 
security interests of the United States.” 


FACILITIES PROTECTION BOARD 


A. ORGANIZATION 


The Board is an interdepartmental agency composed of representatives from 
Departments of Defense, Commerce, Interior, Civil Defense and Labor. DPA 
will be invited to designate a member in the near future and NSRB provides an 
observer. 


B. RESPONSIBILITIES 


(1) The Facilities Protection Board shall be charged with the responsibility of 
developing definitions, policies, and criteria to effect a balanced program of 
protection for the facilities rated by the Industry Evaluation Board and such 
other minimum standards not involving Federal inspection or supervision neces- 
sary to afford adequate guidance on protection matters to facilities not rated 
by the Industry Evaluation Board. 

(2) The Board shall, consistent with available manpower, wartime resources, 
and defense production objectives, promulgate definitions, policies, and cirteria 
for protection upon which it achieves agreement and shall advise the ICIS 
thereof; in matters upon which agreement is not achieved the differences shall 
be referred to the ICIS through its Standing Committee, together with a com- 
plete statement of the problem and the facts supporting the conflicting points of 
view, 


C, PROCEDURES 


(1) In effectuating its responsibilities the Board shall: 

(a) Analyze security programs formulated pursuant to statutory responsibili- 
ties by federal agencies, such as the Munitions Board and the Atomic Energy 
Commission ; determine the scope and details of the problems involved in a facili- 
ties protection program; formulate the elements of such a protection program 
for the facilities identified and rated by the Industry Evaluation Board; 

(b) In developing general policies, as outlined in Paragraph B (1) above, the 
Board shall coordinate the over-all program with the existing and developing 
programs of all Federal agencies and will take cognizance of the special problems 
and legal responsibilities of each such agency ; 
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(c) Recommend to the appropriate department or agency the preparation of 
such legislation and Executive Orders as are necessary to establish and activate 
the industrial security program thus developed ; 

(d) Continuously reyiew the program developed and, when necessary, recom- 
mend revisions thereof. 

(e) Make full use of the wartime experience of the Division of Internal Secu 
rity in the Provost Marshal General's Office and other wartime security groups 
and through the appropriate Board member insure consultation with representa 
tives of industry and labor as necessary. 


FEBRUARY 138, 1951 
Dear Mr. ATTORNEY GENERAL Assistant Secretary of Defense Leva and Assist 
ant Secretary of Defense Rosenberg met with Mr. James Carey, president of the 
International Union of Electrical Workers, CLO, on Tuesday, January 380, 1951, 
in connection with Mr. Carey's request that the Department of Defense require 
its contractors to terminate contractual relations with te United Electrical 
Workers Union 
rhe reason advanced by Mr. Carey in support of his request is the all 
that the leadership of the UEW is subversive and otherwise dangerous to thre 
itional security. This raises the broader question of what shall be the G 
nent policy in respect to those unions which represent employees having acces 
lassified information, where the union officials either refuse to submit 
would not be cleared as a result of, a Government security investigation. 
The problem is a pressing one for the Department of Defense, but it is 
problem which affects many agencies other than the Department of Defense 
it seems to me that this is a matter which requires prompt consideration and 
disposition, on a Government-wide basis. The Department of Justice, I believe, 
is in the best position to spearhead this project. For this reason, I recommend 
that you call a conference at which the problems can be discussed at the proper 
interagency level which the exigencies and importance of the question demand 
Since it involves legal and labor aspects, if you concur with the thought that su 
nu conference should be held L will designate Mr. Leva and Mrs. Rosenberg to 
meet With you or your deputies at such a conference, which L think should include 
the Department of Defense, the Department of Justice, the Department of 
Labor, the National Labor Relations Board, and the A 
Kaithfully yours, 


} 


.\tomic Energy Commission 


G. C. MARSHALI 

Senator Humpnrey. May I say, too, for the record that any material 
which is presented to this subcommittee in the nature of confidential 

information will be comp letely a8 5, gpa and I shall hold accoulhtl 
able eve I'y member of the st: Lil of the subcommittee for the careful 
guarding and protection of such ey There will be no leaks. 

Mr. Smaun. Thank you, Mr. Chairman 

Senator Humpnrey. Senator Lehman, do you have any questions? 

Senator Leuman. No, I simply want to say that I realize ie: com 
plexity of the situation, and I appreciate very fully the potential 
danger of the situation, and I hope that we will be able to come up 
with some answer. 

Senator Humeurey. This is a very difficult subject for the members 
of the subcommittee to properly probe, one might say, because it is 
obviously subject to a good deal of misinterpretation. I think it 
should be clear as you pointed out that the desire of every member of 
this subeommittee for the protection of civil liberties and constitu- 
tional privileges and rights is second to none. My colleague to my 
right, who has been a ch: ampion of the liberties of the people, Senator 
Lehman, and I ean assure all people who testify before our commit 
tee, and those who are interested in this subject, thi + we enter it with a 
deep conviction as to the imper: itive necessity of the protection ot 
basic civil liberies for our people. We also enter it with the recogn! 
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tion, and I think one based upon sound observation and experience, of 
the subtle conspiratorial nature of a militant political and power 
philosophy which grips certain sections of the wor]d. 

Mr. Small, I am going to ask you just one or two questions to get 
again your positive statement as to your feeling and your observa- 
tions as to the vast majority of the American trade-union organiza- 
tions. 

Let us talk, for example, about the American Federation of Labor. 
You are familiar with the American Federation of Labor and its 
leadership. Do you regard the American Federation of Labor and 
its leadership as a loyal, patriotic organization, and the individuals 

.who lead that organization as loyal and patriotic American citizens ¢ 

Mr. Samay. I certainly do, very definitely. 

Senator Humpurey. Are you familiar with the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations under the presidency of Mr. Murray ? 

Mr. Sma. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you care to make any statement as to 
your personal appraisal of the Congress of Industrial Organizations 
and its leadership? 

Mr. Smauu. I think their leadership is completely loyal, and com- 
pletely interested in the security of their country and doing their 
best to see to it that the country is protected. 

Senator Humrenrey. You are familiar with the proceedings before 
the executive committee of the Congress of Industrial Organizations, 
that is, the trial hearings of some 2 or 3 years ago? 

Mr. Smart. I have read this committee’s report on those hearings. 

Senator Humpurey. And it was in those trial hearings, if you will 
recall, that certain unions were expelled from the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations ? 

Mr. Smauy. That is right, sit 

Senator Humpnrey. And the reason submitted as the cause for ex- 
pulsion of those was of Communist domination or following policies 
which were in opposition to the established CIO policy, is that correct ? 

Mr. Smatu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Barbash, would you like to ask any ques- 
tions ¢ 

Mr. Barsasu. Yes. Mr. Small, I was wondering how you would 
appraise the intelligence facilities of the Department of Defense in 
dealing with possible acts of sabotage as a result of Communist-domi- 
nated unions. 

Mr. Smarty. I am not sure that I understand your question. The 
Federal Bureau of nvestigation is the one that has the most intimate 
knowledge in this field. We have our own intelligence, as you know. 
We are alert to the dangers which exist within the pattern of industry 
with which we are vitally concerned. There is a very close inter- 
change of information between the two organizations. However, as 
I mentioned somewhere in the testimony, and of which you must be 
well aware, there are many plants and many facilities with which 
ve do not have direct contact, in which any sabotage or subversive 
action would put those ee out. Power plants are a typical ex- 
ample, the shutting down of a source of raw materials is another, 
where the whole defense effort eal l be greatly endangered. Yet our 
pe ople are not the re. We are noi in contact with the mM hee ause we do 
not deal with them contractually 








COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS oY 


Mr. Barpasu. You have answered my question in part. I was 
simply suggesting that in the course of your statement you indicated 
the access to information program, the facilities protection program. 
There is still another protection, namely, the intelligence work of the 
Department of Defense, is there not, in dealing with this problem ‘ 

Mr. Smauu. That is right. 

Mr. Barsasn. The other question I would like to ask is on offshor 
contracts. You do have a security program for offshore contracts, 
do vou not, Mr. Small 4 

Mr. Smauu. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Barsasn. I wonder if we might get some brief statement on 
that. sir. 

Mr. SMatu. We will prepare one for the information of the com 
mittee: ves, sir. 


LABOR CONSIDERATIONS IN OFFSIIORE PROCUREMENT (OPS 


Adequate consideration of labor factors in the placement of offshore procur¢ 
ment in Europe can help materially in implementing section 516 (ce) of the Mutu 
Security Act, and at the same time assure uninterrupted production of matériel] 
with a minimum danger of sabotage. This can also further the other Benton 
amendment objectives of raising productivity and diminishing restrictive cartel 
practices 

Under OSP instructions already sent out by the procurement services, country 
teams, and their labor officers will be consulted by procurement officers in re 


! 


to the labor aspects of contract placeme! | In the interest of having OSD co 
tribute most effectively toward meeting the labor objectives, MSA missions are 
being asked to rate possible suppliers under OSD contracts in the order of the 
desirability in terms of labor criteria As an additional means of achieving the 
objectives of the Benton amendment, the bilateral understandi: and the pro 
curement contracts will require compliance by contractors with countt aAWws 


und regulations governing minimum standards on wages, working Conditions, 
and industrial relations 

In order to advise procurement officers on the relevant labor factors. in respect 
to firms bidding for offshore contracts, missions, and country teams will consider 
such criteria as working conditions, the trade-union situation, labor-management 
relations, and the vulnerability of the labor force to Communist influence Plant 
capacity and the availability and qualifications of the labor supply will also be 
considered. It is expected that firms entering the production assistance drive 
will be found to meet these criteria most readily As the production assistance 
boards, described in the previous section, get into operation, they will assist in 
identifying and recommending desirable plants where offshore procurement could 
be placed. Finally, the country teams and their labor officers will be expected 
whenever possible to use their good offices in helping to wiaintair satisfactory 
industrial relations in plants working on offshore procurement once the contracts 
are placed 

Senator Huwrpurry. Mr. Small, in one part of your testimony, 
referring to the operations of the Personnel Security Board, and the 
Industrial Employment Review Board, you stated : 

While preserving administrative due process, we have been able to carry out 
a program which has had considerable effectiveness in protecting classified 
matter furnished to industry from disclosure to subversive persons. 

You were there directing your attention to some of the protections 
which the Department of Defense does have under existing law for 
classified matters / 

Mr. Smaty. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrry. Have there been cases in which under this 
program, certain militant trade-unions have been unwisely dealt with, 
who were later reinstated. If there are any such cases, could you 
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present them for us, and could you give us some idea of the general 
work of the Personnel Security Board ? 

Mr. Smauyu. No; there have not been such cases. The authority 
which we have, that is, the denial of access to classified information, 
applies to individuals and to facilities only, not to unions. 

Senator Humrnrey. Yes; but as to individuals: what I am getting 
at here is this: Are there any instances where an individual may have 
been listed or expelled or action taken against him and then later on 
it was found that he was not a subversive, that he was possibly a 
militant trade-unionist 2 

Mr. Scanian. Not on that basis. There may have been cases where 
Ol iginally the Personnel Secw ity Board denied a man aecess, and the 
Review Board, upon a review of the record of hearing before that 
board, reversed the original denial. Wherever you have an adminis 


ft 


Cractive body Vou W il] have a margin for el ror, and there may be a close 


ise here or there. I do not think you can point to any case where a 
l h is been denied and the cle Nn al of access has been sustained merely 
because he wasa militant unionist. If there were sucha case, it would 
a cdeparture from the eriteria which the Department of Defense 

as laid down in the security field. 

Senator Humpurey. There is a case in Bell Aircraft. 

Mr. Scantan. The Schu {iz cause, Senator / 

Senator Humpurey. Yes: lam not familiar with all the details. 


Mr. Scanian. I believe the Schuetz case resulted in Mr. Schuetz 
Deng cranted access. I believe the Personnel se Urity Board orig) 
! aly had denied Mr. Schuetz, but upon a rer iew of the case. and a hear- 
ng before the Industrial Employment Review Board, he was granted 
recess to classified information. 


Senator Humpurey. You see, a case such as this brings out again 


the difeulty that you have bet ween asc ertall Ing omeone that actually 
may be dedicated to a program and a policy which is inimical to the 

eurity and the best interests of the United States, and its program 
md policy, and one who is just an effective, militant, vociferous, 
iworessive trade unionist. 

This, ot COUTSe, is our problem 1h cdiscussine th ~ whole area of 
nterest. because there are so many people that identify militant trade 
mronisMn, supposedly, with some sort of subversion. It is a false 
dentification, unfortunately, but it is one that prevails all too often. 

[ should like also, speaking now of this subversive problem of the 
lexit identification of those who are following a Communist 
1: rt) ne. and those who may be effective militant trade-unionists, 

ive incorporated my interview with the U. S. News & World 
eport editors. because this was gone into as one of the protective 
ispects of this hearing. 


The information is as follows:) 
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What should be done about it, by Congress and by leaders in il 
dustry and labor? 

or discussion of such questions the editors of U.S. News & World 
Report invited to their conference room Senator Hubert H. Hum- 
phrey, Democrat, head of a Senate subcommittee charged with in 
vestigatin this field and recommending any desirable legislation. 

Hubert H. Humphrey had been pharmacist and political-science 
professor before he was elected mayor of Minneapolis in 1945. He 
went on to the United States Senate in 1949 

The Democratic-Farm-Labor Party in Minnesota was partly of 
is creation, and he helped to organize American for Democratic 
Action 

The civil-rights plank in the Democratie platform, which caused 
the States’ Righters to bolt the Truman ticket, was credited to a 
Humphrey speech at the 1948S Convention. 

Senator Humphrey will be 41 next May. 


@. You are the chairman, Senator Humphrey, of the Senate subcomumittee t 
is going to investigate Communist influences if hb Inious 

\. Yes, chairman of the labor-management subcommittee of the Committ 
Lab ul Public Welfare 

Q. Is this inquiry one that wa ithorized by resolution? 

a. 2 Che repe it we pu hed of e trial he I f the CIO 
was authorized unanimously by the full Cominittee as we i ie subcomil 
As a result of that report and my covering statement ¢ I suggested 


+] 


require that we hold hearings and investigate What can be done through appr 


priate legislation or other means to combat what is a very evident fact 

q). How many unions were ther 

Phere were eight unions that were expelled from the CIO. There 

that was absolved by cleaning up from within, and then there was one t] 
expelled in convention, There were eight that were expelled as a result « 
hearing 

@. When were the hearings? 

\. In “48 and *49. 
>. ‘These unions didn't ro out of existence e, the ugh, did the " 
Q. Are all of those that were expelled still in existence ? 


\. Yes. Some of them have amalgamated 


(). After these unions are expelled, does anything else happen to them ? 

\. They're still going organizations However, they are completely ind 
pendent of the American Federation of Labor or the Congress of Industria 
Organizations They are going organizations to the tune of about 300,000 
members I ust say, though, that that’s a rough estimate, for I have 1 
of getting the actual membership lists 

. They weren't put on any of the Attorney General's official lists of “sul 
sive organizations” 

\. Not that I know of 

Q. Was any effort made to put them on, as far as you know 

\ I know of none I’m not sure just what standards the Attorney Ge 
hises in listing subversive organizations or Communist-front orga 





that the eight organization 


However, there’s no doubt at all in my mind ; 
were expelled and the United Electrical Workers are Communist-dominates 
Q. Do vou think that they ought to be listed ? 


\. T wouldn't want to make a statement as to that because IT don’t know w 
the criterion is. But I should want to explore the effectiveness and desirab 
of the list idea before I commit myself to it, and I assure vou that we wil 

However, if the criterion is that of following a Communist Party line, if 
that of lendership religiously and slavishly holding to that line, if that is 


mean criterion, and I don’t know, then they perhaps ought to be listed 
Q. What do you suppose is the motivation for this Communist filtr 
Do you think it comes from outside the United States, or do you think it ¢ 
nu Within through people who are sympathetic? 


A. I'm only speaking for myself. I want you to know that the members 


my subcommittee are all very individualistic and h-quali peopl Sen: 

Taft, Senator Morse, Senator Ives are the Republican members. Senator Nee 

Senator Douglas, and Senator Pastore are the other Democratic members 
nk after vou look over that list vou know that I can spe 


} 


at 
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ization, any strategy, any following of any line is strictly an adherence to an 
over-all policy laid down by the Communist Party. The Communist Party in the 
United States, in my point of view, takes orders and direction from the Soviet 
Politburo, from the Cominform. 

I have no doubt in my own mind that there is direct connection. I think that 
the CIO reports reveal such a relationship, particularly iu one of the unions. It 
was in the Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers Union where they actually had evi- 
dence in the testimony that the union officers were in secret meetings with the 
political officers of the Communist Party, getting their directions as to how to 
conduct themselves as union officers on political questions within the union. 
This, to me, makes it appear that these were not unions in the true sense of the 
word, but that these were political organizations. They were unions only for 
the purpose of the front, whereas actually the direction of the program was 
political according to the Communist Party line. 

q). Is it apparent yet what the Communist purposes were in selecting these 

nions? Are these unions key unions in our economic structure? 

\. Yes, I think that you'll see that many of them are, and I think that this 
follows the Communist pattern all over the world. Wherever the Communists 
an nto the electrical field, they try to do so. The same is true for trans- 
portation or communications. That’s a general pattern. The American Com- 
nunications Associution was one of those that were expelled as a result of these 





2. 20 es racio telecraphers 
r} i rect And the longshoremen, the International Longshoremen’s 
ind 1 eh emer Union. Wherever you get docks and transportation facili- 
t! aul workers in the field of electronics, there you find that the 
( ! s try to infiltrate and dominate the unions. 
©. Do y t} hat the facts as to how they operate in the unions are widely 
‘ ! ! Is ( nry * 
1. J ld say that too few people understand just how they operate, and too 
1) ‘ el alize about what they think some people do and thereby 
Communism. And at that point, I want to say that one of the real 
had is that teo many unions have been calle Communist 
d there Was no Communist domination. This has become one of 
is problems in which we are going to do some exploring and 
dvir Let me give you an example: the Textile Workers Union of the 
ClO y union in the country is clearly most anti-Communist and non 
‘ unist. this is it Yet I, as chairman of the subcommittee, have held hear 
here IT heard employer representatives branding the Textile Workers 
t I is t Communist union ecause of the union’s attempts to do some 


Now, you see, by branding an anti-Communist union as Communist, it just puts 


‘ ng and beclouds t issue When you try to identify 

vVhat is a truly ¢ munist organization. This has confused the whole matter 
f 

< tha e « i establish fair standards of identity, of true exposure 

e identity, we would do a great deal to solve the problem of Communist 

f ition an omination. Much of this problem would be cleaned up just 
lane, Tor exalnpie, the electrical industry I've already done 
personal work preparatory to our committee work this coming year. I've 
num of workers, “Why is it that you still belong to a union that is 
( inist-dominate And the answer is, “Oh, haven't you heard? They 

\ ions are Communist-dominated.” So the UE, which represents thou 
nds of workers in some of the biggest electrical firms in the country where very 
eal materials are being processed in the field of electronics, continues to win 
ining elections The charge that it is a Communist union has lost its 
eaning because all too often other unions have been branded as Communist that 

\ never Communist 


WILERE AFFIDAVIT FAILS 


Q. What n you do in the case of those unions that are known to be Com- 
st, have been exposed as Communist, and still go on and win elections as 
rg g agents What can the employers do? Are they caught with an in- 


tv, under th iw, to refuse to bargain when they know that it is a Com- 
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A. We do have at the present time in the Taft-Hartley law, as you know, the 
requirement that union officers sign what is known as the non-Communist af 
fidavit. I think that I should point up that leaders of some of the most openly 
recognized Communist-dominated unions have signed a non-Communist affidavit 
Some of the leaders who were self-acknowledged, self-confessed Communists have 
just withdrawn their party membership from the Communist Party and then 
have gone right on and signed a non-Communist affidavit. At the same time, 
they issued statements, and I have some of those statements with me, where they 
suid that they would continue to do exactly what they have done before; they 
believed in the goals of the Communist Party, they believed in the objectives 
of the Communist Party, they would continue to pursue the policy of the Com 
munist Party, but since the Federal law required that they not be a membe of 
the Communist Party, they canceled their membership. ‘hat proves one of the 
difficulties of legislating in that manner. 

Q. If two or more persons conspire to sign an aflidavit in which they say one 


thing when they actually are doing something else, wouldu’t they actually be 





nbiect to prosecution 


4. You would have to prove it by rules of evidence You would have to pro 





by exposing some of your most valuable informants within the Communist 
tluiks You would have to prove that the non-Communist affidavit applies to 
more than membership in the Communist Party In other words, if non-Cou 
munist aflidavit means that you can be a representative of a unio: for pu 
poses of bargaining provided that you’re not a Communist, and someone resigns 

om the Party so that he is no longer legally a member of it but is still spiritual 


and morally a member, what are you going to do about it’ 
I think that this is one of the problems that we must explore. I think we have 


to go a good deal further than we have. | think that those who drew up that 
provision were very unaccustomed to fighting the Communists. They knew to 
little about their tactics and strategy. I think that some of us do know a good 


deal more about the strategy and tacties of the Communist conspirators, and wil 
do something more effective about it. 

Q. What legisiative change ought to be made’ 

\. | wouldn’t want to make any comment about what legislative change we 
ought to make because this is a problem we are exploring in a very objective and 
searching manner. We have directed communications to 75 eminent people ir 
the country who have established for themselves a reputation of both being 
non-Communist and working anti-Communists and yet intellectually objective 
and fair. We are seeking advice and counsel from them Many of those peopl 
will be called in to testify 

«). Who are these people—that is, what do they represent ? 

A. Some of them are students of politics who have taught political philosopt - 
explaining at least academically, the Communist theory Some of them are 
practicing politicians who have come face to face with the Communist tactics 

Lor State level. Others are eminent trade-union leaders who have had 

to fight these Communists in the hard battle of trade-unionism. Some of then 
re members of law firms who have been experts in the field of civil liberties 

and the laws pertaining to subversives. Then, we have men who have devoted 
their lives to following labor legislation. We are canvassing management people 


ata loca 


Who have had to deal with the Communist issue at first hand. They are the kind 
of people that we have called upon 

Now, vou asked what we could do. Well, there's the possibility, and I haven't 
necessarily endorsed this because it would be premature to do so, but we have 
Within the National Labor Relations law that a company union, even if it is the 
majority choice, can’t bargain for the employes. 


rYPES OF UNION BARRED 


q. And the theory there is that it is not the free choice of the workers ? 

A. That’s correct, but not only that. The theory is, as well as the practice, 
that a broad public policy has already been established as to what kind of union 
will be accepted for the purposes of bargaining. Now, there’s another ruling 
which has been handed down by the National Labor Relations Board within the 
last several years, and that is that the NLRB will not approve a racially segre- 
gated group as an appropriate bargaining unit, even though the majority wants 
it, because it is contrary to publie policy. 


9484 52 4 
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Now, these precedents lead to one possibility, that it could be a matter of 
public policy and could be a matter of public law that a union which, for all 
practical purposes, is a political organization controlled by and under the leader- 
ship of proven and known members of the Communist Party, and following a 
line which one is able to identify as the Communist line, that even if that union 
gets a majority, it shall not be given bargaining status in terms of a collective 
bargaining contract. 





I say that this is a possibilitvy—I am not necessarily recommending this—but 
inion which can be clearly proven to be not a union for the purposes of 
bargaining as such but is essentially a Communist-front organization and domi- 
nated by known and acknowledged Communists could be excluded from the privi- 
ves of collective bargaining. That doesn’t mean that you could drive out the 
union as sucl It doesn’t mean that you could prevent them from organizing 
But when you organize, you cannot enjoy the privileges provided by the National 
Labor Relations Act, that’s all 


) \ NON MN NISTS 
QW. but ) ‘ vou have defined a Communist-controlled unio as not per 
n ‘ to he bargaining agent, would you not, as : orollary, be able to say 
wou t constitute an unfair labor practice to discharge Members of such 


A t want to ¢ ! re activities of the committee. But 

mething tha e are going to look into. But you have to distinguish 
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f that union The employer must fire him unless he becomes a member of tl 
nion’? 

\. Yes; that’s correct. May I say that there’s a responsibility upon manage 
ment here, not to play one union off against another. There is some evidence 
hat leads some people to believe that the honest, hard hitting, militant, eff 
tive trade-union is played off against tl more or less political controlled 
Communist-dominated union in an effort to try to weaken both sides and, in 
the meantime, one sneaks in Generally the one who wins the electi in th 
erious elections is the one that is not the militant ird-hitting trade-u 

LYING ONI UNION AGAINSI ) 

(). But it’s a violation of the Taft-Hartley Law for the employer to do 

» matter what the outcome? 

\. Oh, ves But we need to be sophisticated about this. There are a hundred 
subtle ways in which an employer, if he wants to, can play off one unio t 
nother can do it without technically running afoul of the law 

(). Isn't gest problem, in working out legislation to bar Communis 

minated unions from holding contracts, to prove that the are Commu! 

minated 

{. Correct 

Q. On this prob the dete plants, have vou figured ou tl Ator 
iy ey Comn , } e | ne e | ted Pu \ ! 

l plants it e Def e Dey tment has me rr by oO « 
ie n their critical are 

\ | have not ind I’m ( if ‘ a) ! uy er t A 
Vi We il roine t ore 1} ti t Ah i I ( 

e d I LS ne aw ¢ I ey l tse y ‘ 

e production facilities the ALC, \ : ed . ! 

\ ch let contract to pr { Lit s eontra ‘ tit ad ‘ 
nature, cannot apply tl same rules qd regula . | l hie ed ‘ 
) ution 1 ¢ are hicl ARC has done I an ire tha ‘ b 

ee will y nt yexplor { ‘ 

®. Barring the union its¢ rom representing workers it plat 

A. That's right 

(). All of these documents about the CIO proceedit d tria ! ! ‘ 

‘ ! leged vent the ind e papers can no reprint those doe 

ts without any fear of libel action 

\. That is corre This is an official Senate d I nd may I | 
he f est cooperation of the of rs of the CLO in ol hing ese rey 

(). But at the time of the trials ot of this stuff made b : 

ed o that anybody « ld have dif he had had ‘ ‘ 

\ | it is cory t t 

(). Isn't this o1 vantages of “congressic mmu 

\. Yes deed 

\ ) 's) AFI CIO 

Q. Do the CIO 1 AFL peo] =~ he le leg I | 

A. I would say there was a basie objection as to the legislative method. How 
ver, While there is that objection, the s nec a closed mind on tl SSue In 
her words, there has been enough revelation and enough expose to indicate 
his problem is one that ¢: iot be dealt wit! iogma uli you just ca t say 
Don’t do this,” or, “Let's do this In other words, you have to deal with th 
roblem logically and practically. 

Q. If it is publicized in a community where one of those unions is resident and 
is a large number of members, why would! the loval citizens withdraw 
hat union when the Congress tells that it Comm st-dominated unior 

\. Good, hard-hitting, documented exposure and publicity should ar a 
ave that kind of effect I have no doubt about that And I can speak w 
some experience about this. One of the reasons I am interested in tl ib ie 

that lam no neophyte abo t tl Ss] obleny’ Vhis is sol tl g Ihave ed 
hn the sense that in my home city, and my home State, I came face to faee 

iyor of a large city and later on when I was engaged in broader ] 
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I know how these people operate and I know that the ones who try to tell the 
people in the State that such and such a union is Communist-dominated fre- 
quently aided the union, because they were already labeled as inveterate, his- 
torical enemies of either a liberal political party or a union. 

It required those of us who had already proven that we were sincere in our 
genuine liberalism, at the same time as we were anti-Communist, to go out and 
expose those people, and that we did. We had to fight it out, literally door to 
door and person to person, in an exposure. But we had to come in with clean 
hands. 


THE FIGHT IN MINNEAPOLIS 


Q. What city was that’? 

A. The city of Minneapolis. I was mayor, and the CIO, the Hennepin County 
Council at that time, had some strong elements of what I called left-wingers, 
Communist-fronters and open members of the Communist Party. I discussed this 
with members of the national CIO. I discussed this with Mr. Murray. 

Q. What year was this? 

\. This was 1947 and 1948. Aboht May or June of 1948 

Q. What unions were they? 

\. The United Electrical Workers, which were very strong in our city. We 
had the Fur Workers, the Public Workers, and we had some of these very same 
unions that were later on expelled. 

Q. Were you able to proclaim as mayor that you thought they were Commu- 
nists? 

A. I not only proclaimed it, IT went out and fought them and we licked them, 
hands down. 

q). You did it easily? 

\. We didn’t do it easily, but we were able to do it by going right to the rank 
and file of the workers. And I say that the kind of people who can do this job 
the best are the people who have proven themselves to be friends of the trade- 
union movement, who have never given any evidence of selling out people on the 
basis of expediency, but are honest and sincere and have worked within the con- 
fines of political liberalism and American trade-unionism. I worked in the 
American Federation of Teachers in the early days. I helped tight Communists in 
the American Federation of Teachers when they were attempting to infiltrate 
and take over. I know what we had to do and I know the kind of fight it takes. 

(). You say the Communists had some influence in the teaching profession ‘ 

A. Years ago, but the A. F. of T. did a good job of house cleaning. But what 
I am trying to get at is that you've got to have the right kind of documents and 
publicity You can't proceed in this thing just by making a lot of noise about 
You have to do it by hard work and a sincere interest in the legitimate 
union movement 

Q. What evidence do you find that Communists are attempting to infiltrate 
other unions than those that have been expelled? 

A. I haven't any such evidence at this time. But I do think we have a right 
to be justifiably concerned where there are publicly acknowledged Communist- 
dominated trade-unions, let us say, in the field of electronics, which is a vital field. 

©. You think that most of the Communist influence, then, is concentrated in 
those eight unions? 

A. Yes. I would say that the Communist influence is diminishing, too. It 
may very well be that the major contribution of our subcommittee will be to 
strengthen the hand of those who are out to destroy Communist infiltration. My 
own personal feeling is that the best therapy here, the best remedy, is within the 
movement itself. 1 mean that if the unions can do their own clean-up, that is the 
very best way to get it done. But I likewise feel that vou cannot just rely upon 
private effort in something which is as important as this issue, particularly in 
some key industries. 

WHAT GOVERNMENT COULD DO 


Q. Couldn’t you have the Government say that it will not give contracts to 
companies that recognize for collective bargaining any unions that are Commnu- 
nist-controlled ? 

A. That sounds good, and I wouldn't want to rule that out, but I say that you've 
sot to go deep into this thing because you are dealing with the lives of thousands 
of people who are just as innocent as the babe in the woods. And we are also 
dealing with the whole area of the relationship of government to an economy. 
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I want to warn that many people in the country are very qoncerned about the 
fact that government’s hand is already too heavy on the economy. I am one of 
those who are worried about it, too. I think that is a justifiahle concern. And 
in order to obtain a worthy objective, we ought not to employ unworthy meaus, 
because it may boomerang, 

Q. Wouldn't you say then as a matter of public policy it would be proper for 
the Government to withhold contracts from,any companies that do business with 
a union, whether it has the majority or not, if it is Communist-controlled? 

A, Are you asking for my personal opinion ? 

Q. Yes. 

A. I don’t think the Government ought to pay a premium to Communist-domi 
nated unions. But that doesn’t have anything to do with what the public policy 
will be, and I am only one member. I think the Government of the United States 
has the right to and must establish standards, particularly in the conduct of its 
business and in the procurement of its supplies, related to its economic and, 
particularly, security measures. 

But again I say that nothing would be more tragic than to let one United 
States Senator set these rules, or to let one private association, or one company. 
I think this is the kind of thing that must be dealt with intelligently and ob 
jectively by the Congress of the United States, after real study, and not just 
to jump into it in an effort to cure one evil over here, only to stir up two more 
over there 

It may be after a while if you start this that the Government will say, if it 
doesn't believe in unionism, that, “Well, we'll put all of our contracts with non 
union companies.” Then I would be opposed to that, and so would lots of other 
people. So I don’t want this to be left to the whim of the executive or adminis 
trative channels to a point where it could jeopardize the relationships between 
government and industry. 


DEFINING “COMMUNIST-DOMINATED” 


@. Couldn't you limit it wholly to Communist-controlled or Communist-inspired 
unions? 

A. Provided that you can get the criteria which will clearly identify as to what 
is a Communist-dominated union. That is one of the things we are going to look 
into 

I don't want to seem reluctant on this, but I have a responsibility as a chair- 
man of the committee not to make premature judgments. 

(). How long will these hearings last? 

A. As long as there is a need. We may take them out into the field. We are 
exploring that right now. We may go to different plants. We may go to dif 
ferent communities. At this time what we are doing is getting documentation 
by written papers and letters. 

Q. You're suggesting depriving them of bargaining rights—that would be 
about as effective in wrecking them, wouldn't it? 

A. Correct. That is one of the possibilities. May I say my own personal opin 
ion is that it shouldn’t be done administratively, either. I feel that these mat- 
ters should be done by those who make the law. There is always a tendency in 
this country, particularly in periods of emergency, to let administrative and 
executive bodies improvise as they go along, and then we are stuck with them. I 
am much more of a liberal than that. I happen to believe that the Congress of 
the United States should make these basic policy decisions. There has been a 
tendency in the last 15 or 20 years to just broadly legislate and then let anybody 
fill in anything in between. Well, some of the filling in is what kills the patient. 

Q. That used to be called conservatism—what you just said 

A. I don’t know what it is called, but I believe in responsible government 

). Do you think you can nail this question down sufficiently in the coming 
session to get legislation this year? 

A. My own feeling is that I think we ought to. I think we have to face the 
fact that the international Communist movement is making a determined effort 
all over the world to do whatever it can: No. 1, to thwart our defense efforts 
when I say “ours,” I mean ours and our allies’—No. 2, to steal, literally steal, 
whatever information they can get, and, No. 3, to wreck the free trade-union 
movement which has been one of the real bulwarks against Communist infiltra- 
tion and Communist control in many countries. 

For example, in the Scandinavian countries, in Great Britain with all of its 
problems, the Communists have had their main enemy in the free workers’ move- 
ments. Now we see what can happen in a country like France, or in a country 
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like Italy, where the Communists have been able to take over in critical areas. 
We are faced today with a very, very serious problem in our whole defense pro- 
gram in some areas of Europe, because the Communists control transport workers, 
dock workers and those in key defense industries and electrical plants. 

Our whole defense effort in terms of offshore procurement, of being able to let 
contracts for American defense goods in other parts of the world, could today be 
bogged down because of these security problems. You can’t take vital American 
production in the field of electronics, let us say, and put it off over into some coun- 
try Where the whole union is dominated by the Communists. So I think we should 
proceed expeditiously but at the same time carefully. 


CHANGE FOR TAFT-HARTLEY ? 


@. When you spoke of legislation—do you favor having this as a separate piece 
of legislation or do you think it has to be integrated with other changes in the 
Taft-Hartley Act? 

A. I don’t think the form that we handle this problem in is the first considera- 
tion. The first consideration is this: How do we do it effectivly and how do we do 
it legally? My own feeling is that this is of sufficient importance that an amend- 
ment to the Taft-Hartley Act on this subject would conceivably be appropriate. 

q. Just as it was handled in this last session? 

\. That is why I personally was cosponsor of two amendments 

Q. If you propose an amendment, would that precipitate a fight on the entire 
ft-Hartley Act? 

\. No; I don’t think so, because we did amend the Taft-Hartley Act before 
) 
\ 


q. Wasn't that because you had the unions to agree to the thing in advance‘ 
Yes; we had the unions, but not in full agreement, may IT say Mverything 
vasn’t as rosy as it looked, but a good deal of spadework was done on the bill 
before the amendment was brought out, and some clear-cut agreements were 
arrived at not to open up the whole subject. I think it’s about time the Congress 
quit horsing around with these matters In other words, if this is important, 
let's deal with it as an important measure 
I'm not interested in making politics out of this, and IT don’t think too mans 
others are If we are going to use this as a means to explore the whole inade 
quacies of the Taft-Hartley Act, then we are getting far afield I think that 


would bea disservice, 


WHERE UNIONS STAND 


Q. Do you think the unions would agree to this type of amendment ? 

\. I have not the slightest idea at this time. T really do not But may IT say 
in all due candor that if a change is necessitated as a result of whatever study 
we make or hearings, whether anybody agrees with it or not, I think we ought 
ceed 

Q. But isn’t it logical that they will go along because they are so anxious to 
get rid of these Communist unions anyway 

\. I don’t think there is any doubt about that want to say that I think the 
American Federation of Labor and the CIO have preven bevoud a shadow of a 
doubt that they are if not the most, at least one of the most effective fighters 
against Communist infiltration in the country 

(). And isn*t that the most effective way to demonstrate to the employers who 
ery “Communists” at the first sign of an opposition, that the AFL and CIO are 
on the level in their attitude toward Comumunism * 

\. ['m sure that it is. And I think they have demonstrated their sincerity 
and their effectiveness—-they’ve given plenty of blood tests on this 

It is my own personal feeling that the overwhelming majority of the unions 
in this country are in the hands of strong patriotic anti-Communist leadership, 
and the overwhelming majority of the workers have no sympathy whatsoever 
With Communism, and the number of the Communists in unions is so pitifully 


small that it is almost inconsequential However, one should not underestimate 
the sublety and the viciousness of these rascals, and therefore everyone should 
be on guard, I[ think this study we are making will put everybody on guard. 
Anvhow, we are going to seek the support of the labor-union officials and of 
management In what we have done so far we have had complete and whole- 


hearted support of management and of labor-union officials 


Senator Humpurey. I want to be particularly careful that we do 
not wander afield here, and start making charges and countercharges 
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in the field of aggressive trade-unionism, and by so doing to have it 
look as if it were moving into the path of Communist front or Com 
munist activity. 

I think, Mr. Small, you pointed out pretty well the nature of a 
political strike, such as in the Allis Chalmers case, and it is that 
sort of problem we are basically concerned with 

Just to get this pin-pointed again, it is your fee ling that the De ‘part 
ment of Defense, itself, even though it is responsib le for the procure 
ment of vast quantities of goods and services, that any policy which 
it follows ought to be a result of joint action on the part of all de 
partments of Government and preferably by the Congress; is that 
correct / 

Mr. SMALL. I certainly believe that it should be an across-the-board 
thine, where we are all acting together in the same direction and 
under the same guidance from the Congress, whatever form that 
ouldance may take, It would be Wrong for one agency to do by 
administrative action—and I think that is more dangerous, and it has 
been recommended that we do it I think that is far more dangerous 
than to go after this thing on an across-the-board basis with clear 
lines as to what should be done, and what is legal to be done. 

senator LenHM AN. Mr. ‘ could you define a little more fully 
what you mean by “across-the-board action” ¢ 

Mr. SmMaAtu. I mean there are various agencies that have respons! 
bilities in this field, as you know. The Attorney General, the Sub 
versive Activities Control Board, the NURB, and within our own 
security council we have, of course, the facilities protection board, and 
all of us should be following the same euide line. 

Senator LenmMan. Would you include contractors that are not 
directly connected with our defense effort / 

Mr. Smauu. As | attempted to point out, Senator, if you shut down 

power plant, you are in effect shutting down many of our defense 
plants. 

Senator Lenman. Would you include, for instance, the category 
of contracts, let us say, for clothing which have some collateral con 
nection with defense, but a prett) tenuous one? Lam trying to ascer- 
tain just What you mean by “across-the-board.” Your explanation 
about including these various agencies, such as the Department of 
Justice and the National Labor Relations Board is clear to me, but I 
did not know how far you wanted to go with regard to the admin 
istration of contracts generally. 

Mr. Smatu. The main thing, I think, that we must be concerned 
with—I am talking of the Department of Defense now—are the 
weapons of war which are mostly classified and which we must pro- 
duce in the volume required for this minimum degree of security, 
which we the trying to attain. It very frequently happens in the 
majority of cases, 1 would say, that those particular things are be- 
Ing produced in inultipurpose plants where, if the area in which we 
are producing our item is classified, you would have complete se 
curity within that area, al yet subversive or sabotage action could 
completely stop the plant, quite outside the area which we have under 
our control by our denial of access program, like blowing up a boiler 
in a plant, if it is depend»! on for steam pressure in the plant. 

‘Se nator Leaman. Thank you very much. 
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Senator Humpnurey. Mr. Small, you referred to section 9 (h) of 
the Taft-Hartley Act, the non-Communist affidavit, and some of its 
limitations. If you will recall, one of the documents that this sub- 
committee issued, there was a statement about one particular union, 
and an individual as a member of that union, which I think bears out 
your point. I quote from page 8 of our report, part 3, entitled, “Com- 
munist Domination of Certain Unions, Part 3, Replies to Subcom- 
mittee Questionnaire.” 

On September 8, 1950, Ben Gold, president of the Internatonal Fur and 
Leather Workers Union, announced his resignation from the Communist Party 
in order to comply with the non-Communist provision. Gold said, “I resigned 
from the Communist Party but I do not give up my belief in true democracy.” 

This is a story that appeared in the New York Times for Septem- 
ber 8, 1950, on page ZU. 

In other words, here was an individual who had acted as the inter- 
national president, obviously under the non-Communist affidavit pro- 
visions ng union could not participate in the proceedings of the 
NLRB, as long as this individual was a member of the Communist 
Party aa international president, so what he did was to resign his 
official membership in the Communist Party, and subsequently stated 
that he does not give up “my belief in true democracy,” which ap- 
parently was the “democracy” of the Communist Party. 

Nevertheless, the standards of section 9 (h) of the Taft Hartley 
Act were met, which indicates again the nature of the problem that 
we are dealing with. 

Here is one who is not a member now of the Communist Party, that 

.not a dues-paying member. I think we have a difficult time under- 
‘ Setastliene just what we mean by the Communist Party, whether or not 
it is just a membership organization, or whether it is a set of emo- 
tions and a type of religion that even dues-paying membership is not 
necessarily the full qualification for membership. I think this 
particular case pointed it up. 

Mr. Suroryer. Mr. Chairman, on that one point it seems to me that 
vou ought to consider the oath that is required in 9 (h), which says 
he does not believe in it. It sems to me that Mr. Gold unquestionably 
violated 9 (h) when he made the statement. I know that is a matter 
of legal opinion on which people differ, but I think it is a part of the 
problem. 

Senator Humpnurey. Yes, I think that problem, Mr. Shroyer, was 
pointed up by the letter which is incorporated in part 3 of our report 
from David L. Benatar, the chairman of the committee on labor and 
social legislation of the Association of the Bar of the City of New 
York. 

Mr. Suroyer. I think we ought to go into that with the representa- 
tives of the Attorney General when they do testify. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. I think this is all for Mr. Small. We 
may want to call on you later on for your appraisal of certain pro- 
posals or suggestions which this none may have in mind. 
You have been most help ful today. As I told you in my communi- 
cation with you, we are at this stage in a preliminary exploratory 
stage, and you have really presented to us some thought-provoking 
inalysis and testimony and we are very grateful to you. Thank you 
very much , 

Mr. Smauti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Humpurey. Mr. Holmes Baldridge, Assistant Attorney 
General, and you have some associates with you. 

Mr. Baldr idge, you are familiar with proceedings before a commit 
tee of this nature. Will you identify yourself ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HOLMES BALDRIDGE, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GEN- 
ERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOMPANIED BY ANDREW F. 
OEHMANN, AND JAMES J. CANAVAN, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Mr. Bavpriper. My name is Holmes Baldridge, Assistant Attorney 
General, and with me are Mr. Andrew F. Oehmann, and James J. 
Canavan. 

Senator Humpnrey. How long have you been with the Justice 
Department ¢ 

Mr. Bavpripce. Thirteen years. 

Senator HumpuHrey. What is the nature of your assignment as 
Assistant Attorney General? Do you have any particular field to 
which you direct your activities 4 

Mr. Batpriper. Yes, civil litigation. 

Senator Humpurey. Have you been confronted with the problem 
that we are discussing this morning, the issue of Communist infiltra 
tion and domination of groups and organizations such as trade unions ¢ 

Mr. Batpripcr. No, I have not, Mr. Chairman. I appear this morn- 
ing to express the regrets of the Attorney General that he could not be 
here personally, and also of Mr. James McInerney, Assistant Attor- 
ney Gener: al in charge of the Criminal Division, who had planned te 
be here this morning, but was called out on an urgent matter involving 
litigation. 

Mr. SuHroyver. Who under the Attorney General would have charge 
of this program ¢ 

Mr. Batprivcr. Mr. McInerney, Assistant Attorney General in 
charge of the Criminal Division. 

Mr. SHroyer. How long has he had that responsibility / 

Mr. Bavpriner. I think about 3 years. 

Mr. Surover. Did Mr. Peyton Ford have it before him ? 

Mr. Baupriper. No; he was Deputy Attorney General. 

Senator Humpnrey. I was familar with the Attorney General’s 
inability to be here. I have aa ‘ussed this with the Attorney General, 
and we are very pleased that you would come to us and give us the 
benefit of your advice and counsel, May I say that it may be neces 
sary at a later time to call upon the Justice Department to return to 
this subeommittee. and as I said to Mr. Small, at such stage of our 
hearings as we feel we have some suggestions or proposals to make, 
we of course will want to consult with representatives of the Justice 
Department. 

Mr. Baupriper. Yes, sir. I might add, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. 
Oehmann, who is assistant to Mr. McInerney, and Mr. Canavan, who 
has handled matters at the staff level in the Criminal Division relating 
to enforcement of section 9 (h) of the Labor Management Relations 
Act, are familiar with the problems which this committee is studying 
and are here for the purpose, first, of making a statement to the com- 
mittee, and second, of aiis\-ering whatever questions the committee 
may see fit to put. 
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As the result of an exchange of correspondence between you, Mr. 
Chairman, and the Attorney General, we were asked to comment on 
the following three questions: 

What is the Department’s authority with respect to the non- 
Communist affidavit provisions of the Taft-H: urtley law. 

Has the Department undertaken any perjury actions against 
signers of non-Communist affidavits. 

3. What is the Department’s position with respect to the effective- 
ness of the non-Communist affidavit provisions of the law, and what 
suggestions do you have for amendment or additional legislation, if 
any. 

I beheve that the Attorney General has already submitted to you, 
Mr. Chairman, a suggested amendment of section 9 (h) of the Labor 
Management Relations Act, and Mr. Oehmann is prepared to f1ve 
this committee a statement of the reasons behind the suggested 
amendment of section 9 (h) and also some information with respect to 
litigation that has occurred under the existing section 9 (h). 

Senator Humpurey. All right 

Mr. Orumann. Mr. Chairman. mv name is Andrew F. Oehmann, 
assistant to Mr. McInerney. With the assistance of Mr. Canavan, I 
have prepared a statement which answers the three questions posed in 
your letter to the Attorney General. As you realize, this applies to 
the criminal penalties or relates to the criminal penalties applicable 
to section 9 (h). 

Mr. Baldridge has covered the preliminary matter in his statement, 
and I will not repeat it for that reason. 

Answering the first question, “What is the Department's authority 
with respect to the non-Communist-aflidavit provisions of the Taft- 
Hartley law”, section 9 (h) of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended by the Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947, denies 
certain facilities or benefits of the act to a labor organization unless 
there is on file with the National Labor Relations Board an affidavit 
executed contemporaneously or within the previous 12-month period 
by each officer of such labor or@anization and the officers of any na- 
tional or international labor organization of whieh it is an affiliate 
or constituent unit, stating that he (1) is not a ee of the Com- 





munist Party, or (2) affiliated with such party, or (3) does not believe 
and is not a member of or supports any organization that beheves 
Lor teaches the overthrow of the U nited States Government by torce 
by any illegal or unconstitutional methods. Section 9 (h) also 
proy des that sections PSG, PST, 1001, 1022, and 1025 of title 18 (the 
Criminal Code) shall be applicable in respect of such affidavits. 
Section 1001 of title 1S constitutes the principal criminal sanction 
eh Isappl cable. It provides that : 


W hoeve in any matter within the jurisdictio of al \ department or agency 

United States knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up by 

c, scheme, or device a material fact, or makes any false, fictitious, or 

tements or representations, or makes or uses any false writing or 

document knowing the same to contain any false, fictitious, or fraudulent state 

ment or entry, s} be tined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 
s vi al 


Thus. the filing with. or anv use in a matter before the National 
Labor Relations Board of an affidavit which satisfies the requirements 
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of section 9 (h), but which is false, constitutes a violation of section 
1001, and is a proper case for Federal prosecution. 

Question No. 2 is, “Has the Department undertaken any perjury 
actions against signers of the non-Communist affidavit ?” 

During the past year 68 cases involving suspected false affidavits 
have been referred to the United States attorneys in 19 different 
judicial districts. Almost all of these cases are still under active and 
continuing investigation. Fourteen have already been presented to 
erand jurie s, and in 13 cases the affiant himself was brought before the 
grand jury. In a number of cases the affiant was interviewed by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, but in almost every instance has 
declined to furnish any information. Anthony Valenti was indicted 
at Camden, New Jersey, on October 11,1951. 

Mr. Barsasn. What union / 

Mr. Canavan. He was formerly affiliated with the Food, Tobacco, 
and Agricultural Workers. However, I understand that the local 
at the time that that union was expelled from the CIO disaffiliated 
itself, and became an independent unit, and T believe they go by the 
name of local 80, I think it is, Industrial Workers Union, or something 
along that line. 

Mr. SHroyer. You say in the last vear 68 cases were referred to the 
United States attorneys. What were they doing in the other 4 years / 

Mr. Canavan. It has been within ap proximately the last vear or 
maybe 14-month period that we have referred them out. The problem 
had been prior to that time that there never was enough information 
indicating a possible violation to warrant their referral to the United 
States attorneys. 

Mr. Suroyer. During the first 3 years, was there a policy to hold 
all these cases in the Department of Justice here, rather than refer 
them out to the districts ? 

Mr. Canavan. They were under investigation, of course, but the 
reports were submitte d directly to the Department, rather than to the 
various United States attorneys as in other types of criminal actions. 

Mr. Surover. Do I undersand there has been just one indictment / 

Mr. Canavan. That is right. 

Mr. Surover. What isthe status of that case now ? 

Mr. Canavan. It is pending trial. There have been motions made 
by defense counsel for a bill of particulars and for dismissal, and that 
is under consideration by the judge at the present time. 

Mr. SuHroyrer. Can you tell me whether the Gold case was 1 of the 
6S cases ¢ , 

Mr. OckuHMann. I think it would not be wise at this time, sir, to dis- 
close who any of the 68 individuals other than Valenti are, since all 
of the cases are under active and continuing investigation. 

Mr. Suroyer. Was there another case that happened about 3 years 
ago quite similar to the Gold case in which the union president at the 
time he disaffiliated with the Communist Party openly made the state 
ment he still believed in it / Do vou remember that case / 

Mr. OkHMann. There were other cases, and I think our answer to 
question 3 develops that information. 

Senator Humpurey. I think in relation to your comments, Mr. 
Shroyer, about the length of time that has eempined.§ since the amend- 
ment to the law and the referral of these cases to the United States 
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attorneys’ offices, that for about 2 years some of the particularly left- 
wing organizations refused to comply. For example, it was in 1950 
that Mr. Gold, of the International Fur Workers Union, resigned 
and complied, or at least said he compled. 

I wanted to get that clear that there was this delay of 2 vears. * 

Mr. Suroyrer. A little over 2 years ago I called Mr. Pe yton Ford on 
the same problem. At that time he told me he had about 20 cases 
ready to gototrial. I have still never seen one, and I wondered what 
happened. 

Mr. OfHMANN. Question No. 3: 

What is the Department’s position with respect to the effectiveness of the non 
Communist affidavit provisions of the law, and what suggestions does the Depart 
ment have for amendment or additional legislation, if any * 

It is the Department’s opinion, based upon careful analysis of sec- 
tion 9 (h) and the difficulties heretofore encountered in connection 
with the cases that have been sent out for prosecution and others that 
have been considered for prosecution, that it is virtually impossible 
to develop cases for successful prosecution under the section as now 
drawn. 

Section 9 (h), requires the affiant to swear that he “is not a member” 
and “does not believe,” and so forth. Because of this requirement that 
the affidavit be couched in the present tense, a prosecution can be un- 
dertaken with some hope of obtaining a conviction only when it is 
possible to prove that on the very day the affidavit was executed the 
affiant was a member of the Communist Party, or affiliated therewith 
or was engaged in other proses conduct or mental processes. It is 
a simple matter for an individual to discontinue, formally, the pro- 
hibited membership, affiliation, and conduct and execute the pre 
scribed affidavit on the next day and thus circumvent the law. 

lor some time following the enactment of the provision in question 
officers of some unions did not sign the affidavits required, apparently 
deciding that they were going to attempt to operate without the bene 
fits of the act. After a while it became apparent that they were losing 
their bargaining rights and were losing membership. Thereafter in 
many such cases the union official would send a registered letter of 
resignation to a Communist Party functionary and would receive in 
return a registered letter acknowledging receipt of the resignation, 
before executing the required affidavit. 

It is obvious that prosecution in such a case would be extremely 
difficult to maintain, at least in the absence of some evidence that the 
individual concerned actually continued his membership or affiliation 
with the Communist Party, or other prohibited conduct, after execu- 
tion of the affidavit. It is apparent from the investigations conducted 
that many suspected Communist union leaders have, in fact, discon- 
tinued all overt Communist Party activities or are so circumspect. and 
devious in their activities that their detection has proven impossible. 
The fact that many Communist union officials have thus gone under- 
ground and avoid public manifestations of their connection with the 
party and its objectives and their belief in its tenets, raises an almost 
insurmountable barrier to the Re seat of sufficient evidence to 
warrant prosecution. 

Senator Humpnrey. Does not this also pose a problem whether or 
not you can effectively legislate on this matter? Some of us felt that 
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one of the products of the Internal Security Act. would be to 
drive the Communists underground and the disguising of the ac- 
knowledged and known Communists. I think Mr. Hoover testified 
before one of the Appropriation Subcommittees of the difficulty the 
FBI was now having in trying to follow the membership of the party, 
at least that area which is the dangerous membership, where there 
would be possibilities for overt activities against the safety of the 
country. 

Mr. OfkHMANN. There is no doubt, Mr. Chairman, that the section as 
t now stands has driven them underground. They discontinue all 
outward manifestations of their svmpathy. membership and other 
tivities. But it seems to us that if the statute is Yong to be on 
books, and there may be cases we could make with this 1-year statement 
that we propose in the last paragraph of this statement-—— 

Senator Houmpnurey. I just wanted to get this point. Tam not draw 
nea —o conclusion, but what [am getting at is, vou know how 
people say. “We ought to pass a law against it.” That is apparently 
He universal panaces fo ill American ills. Now, vou have a situation 

ida “of a type that was supposed to red 


vhere vou do have : 
menace of ( eenaietel oF aoe and infiltration. and vou are here test 
fying from the Justice Departmer t that it has made yout ] DOT prose 
cution more difthieult. is that correct ? 

Mr. OrumMann. As a matter of experience, this 1s not a workable 
statute because of the proot required under the statute as now « 

Senator Humpurey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Sirover. On the point vou are making right now, Mr. Chai 
nan, It appears To me that part of it is also the fact that even if we 
took the Department of Justice recommendation that there never had 
heen or not one for the last 6 months, vou still have the problem that a 
Communist could resieon from his otlice in the union and till 
wnion and put a stooge in i i president, which would probab] 
next step that would be taken. 

Senator Humpiurey. That is exactly what most likely would hap 
pen. Phat Is what has happened. The thing we have to get crystal 
before ourselves and the American people is that vyottare not deal 


riuiy The 


\ he t | e 


Ing W ith an orthodox person here. You are deal ny with a very ship 
pery, subtle, conspiratorial, ingenius, unorthodox, perverted mental 
tv. and when vou «de il w th that kind of pei mn. the « qdinary 


[ do not wp nV. 

Mr. Okumann,. That problem, sir. may be at least partly met by the 
uggestion that was made by the Attorney General last 4 ay reco 
mending the bill that was later introduced by Congressman | 
We suggested at that time, and pointed out also that it was more prop 
erly a matter for the National Labor Relations Board to follow 
through, being an administrative matter, that Jaw would be 
strenothened by denying certifi ‘ation to a union that was Communist 
dominated. We have not repeated that recommendation here, because 
It is not our- 


Mr. Surorer. In other words, vou would let NLRB prove Com 


) ] 
arcen., 


munist domination 4 
Mr. OkumMann. That would to some extent meet the situation that 
the chairman has referred to where a union official resigns and cor 


tinues to control. 
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Mr. Surorer. It seems to me you are admitting that the Depart- 
ment of Justice cannot prove somebody is a Communist, and that you 
are turning it over to the NLRB. It seems to me that is passing the 
buck. 

Senator Humrenurey. Not only that, Mr. Shroyer, I think it is more 
serious. You are saying it is difficult for the Department of Justice 
to prove something under the rules of evidence and due process before 
the court. so in order to do what we really think we ought to do, we 
will let an administrative tribunal do it, where the rules are not the 
same rules and standards that would apply in a court. 

l have strong feelings about this. | detest the whole idea of coMmi- 
munism and have no regard or respect for those that are associated 
with it. But by the same token I have a feeling that we are getting 
a little dizzy around here trying to find answers through investiga- 
Lory processes that disregard rules of evidence and procedures which 
nsure of due process of law that have been drawn up for 500 years. 
In other words, we say “I know this guy is guilty: let’s see how 
ve can get him.” That is not the way we work through the courts. 
Phe Justice Department has found out that it is difficult to do some- 
thing through the established procedures of law developed since the 
time of the Romans and the Magna Carta on down. If we can put 

over to an adnynistrative tribunal, they can catch it. That is about 
What it adds up to. 

Mr. OckHMANN,. That was in reply to your question, 

Senator Humrpnerry. Yes. 

Mr. OkumMann. We have not urged it. 

Senator Humpnerery. | know that. 

Mr. (OEHMANN., We have only suggested It one time. 

Senator Humpnurey. I am not bringing it out to be critical of you. 
[ am merely saying that we must be very careful in this country that 
do not abrogate the procedures of law which are a fundamental 
part of the constitutional protections of the American people. We 
must be careful that we do not do that by permitting some new device 
around which we have not built a body of law, a body of procedural 
protections which while they may catch some guilty ones, may also 


we 


catch some mnocent ones. [T think this is a very diflicult area in 
hich we find ourselves here. Il think all of us would like to strike 
a death blow at what we call the Communist business. but at the 
same time you do not want to catch some mnocent, decent, loyal, 
law-abiding citizen in the same net that vou put out to catch the evil- 
qaoer, 

Mr. OrumMann. In view of these considerations, the Department, 
on June 27, 1951, transmitted to the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Publie Welfare proposed legislation to amend section ov (h) by 
adding the requirement that the affiant has not been a member of the 
Communist Party, or allihated therewith, and so forth, far the 1z- 
month pel lod preceding the execution of the afliday it. Section 3] (h) 
if thus amended would require an affidavit that: 


* * * 


he is not a member of the ¢ommunist Party or affiliated with such 
party, and that he does not believe in and is not a member of or does not support 
any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods, and that 
for the preceding 12-month period he has not been a member of the Communist 
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Party, or affiliated with such party, and has not believed in or been a member 
of or supported any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the 
United States Government by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods. 
The provisions of section 1001 of title 18, United States Code, shall be applicable 
in respect to such affidavits. 

In this propose “| amendment “does not support” has been substit uted 
for “sup ports” for grammatical correctness. The other matter in 
italics represents the modification desioned to tighten the existing 
statute. Sections 286, 287, 1022. and 1023 of title 18 have been elimi- 
nated in the last sentence inasmuch as section 1001 appears to be the 
only applicable criminal statute. 

The amendment hereim propos sed was embodied in a bill, H. R. 4680, 
introduced in the House of Representatives July 2, 1951, by Repre- 
sentative Barden of the House Committee on Education and Labor. 
No action has been taken on this bil. No such measure has been 
introduced in the Senate. 

The Attorney General strong] 
amended to the extent indicated above. 

Senator Humpnurery. You say that no such bill has been introduced 
in the Senate. That of course is a true and correct statement. One 





lv recommends that section 9 (h) be 


of the purposes of this hearing istoe xplore all these poss ibilities and 
that is why we wanted to hear from you and to hear from othe rs. 
That is not to sa\ that we agree that thisisthe anon ne That would 
be premature. 

I repeat again that we just do not have any palacea, We are 
ear hing the field, We recognize the problem It = ometh ne | ke 
the treatment of cancer. And this is a political cancer in our society. 
And we have to spend a eood deal of time doing resent hh. Phe quack 
remedies are not going to meet this malgnaney, 

When vou mention th = | vear rule, that is, the retroactive provision, 
would this possibly not have this effeet—and I am only mentioning 
this as one consideration—of discouraging people from breaking w 


ie Communist Party in good faith ? 

Mr. Surover. Re demption from sin, 

Senator Humpurey. In other words, a man might really make a 
brenk and there have been instances of that which have mad qiiite 
in impression on the American people. What are we supposed to do‘ 
Are we going to Say he has a period of probation fora vear é It may 
be necessary to do that. Penance, for instance. 

Mr. OrHMANN. Does not that have to be weighed, Mr. Chairman 
against the obstruction to interstate commerce that the Congress is 
seeking to remove / 

Senator Humreurey. That may be so. I am saying when we think 
about a year retroactive period, or six months, or 2 vears, or what 
ever the period is, you must also think in terms of what is our objective 
or our objectives. One is to protect the national security, to be sure. 
But another one is, I trust, and I hope it always shall be, to break _— 
the strength and the power and the membe ship and the participatio 


of individuals in the Communist movement. If a —_ breaks i 
good faith, and really has taken the cure, so to speak, should he have 
to suffer through a year of second class citizenship, so to ip alk I 


am just giving you that as something to meditate on and give us vour 
reflections. 
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Mr. OrHMANN. My answer to that, sir, or my feeling is that I be- 
lieve the Supreme Court talked along that vein in the case holding 
that this section was not unconstitutional, and it said that after all, 
alla man loses is his right to be a union official. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. OkHMANN. He does not lose any more. If he loses that for 
only a year, to me personally that would not be a second-class citizen- 
ship. I am not speaking for the Department. That is just a per- 
sonal reaction. 

Senator Humpurery. That is fine. He does not lose his right to vote 
or domicile or the protection the laws of the country. He still would 
have, as vou are saving, alla i@hts whi ich come with citize nship. 

Mr. Srrorer. May Ek oenothecdnentine’ 

Senator Humpurey. Yes 

Mr. SHroyer. Twice in Mr. Small’s testimony, I believe, he referred 
to the fact that no union—and I think he was talking about UE—had 
ever been placed on the Attorney General's list. Can any of you gen- 
tlemen tell us anything about that, why that has not been done, or no 
onsideration civen to it. 

Mr. OFHMANN. I would rather not try to answer that. s 

Mr. CANA\ LN, There are noun msonthe lis ns that is correct. 

Mr. OrHMaAnn. That is something I think beyond my authority. 

Mr. Surorer. Mr. Chairman, 7 wish it would be brought to the 

tention of propel officials in the Department. I think it has been 
raised ve rv pointes lly by Mr. Sm: a and I think the Dey artment should 
iunswer. 

Senator Humpurry. Yes. 

Mr. OFHMANN. Of course, there is a prob lem t here . TOO, They have 
been holding he arings for almost a ye ar now asa consequence ‘of the 
Supreme Court’s decision that the individual or organization or union 
that was put on that list was entitled toa hearing. 

Mr. Suroyer. I know that. 

Oe The Communist Party itself is the subject of those 
hearings which have been strung out for a year now by the type of 
dedatine tactics that characterized the trial in New York. 

Senator Humpurey. You mentioned the Supreme Court decision in 
reference to section 9 (h). Would you be kind enough to get that for 
us ¢ 

Mir. Canavan. ACA against Douds. 

Senator Humpnrey. May we ask that the Justice Department pre- 
sent that to us! 

(The information 1 is as follows:) 





SUPREME COURT OF THE UNIFED STATES 
Nos. 10 and 13.—October Term, 1949. 


American Communications Association, 
C. I. O., et al., 


10 ». \' . a dae the cee ae States 
Charles T | Dounds, Indiv idually nee as Re 5 ei ie tee aria, outhern 
Director of the National Labor Re : 

ions Board, Second Region. j 
ly d Steelworkers of America, et al.. On Writ of Certiorari to the 


’ Inited States Court of Appeals 
Li r Relations Board for the Seventh Circuit. 
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[May 8, 1950. ] 


Mr. CuHreF JUSTICE VINSON delivered the opinion of the Court. 

These cases present for decision the constitutionality of § 9 (h) of the Labor 
Management Relations Act of 1947.5 This section, commonly referred to as the 
non-Communist affidavit provision, read as follows: “No investigation shall be 
made by the [National Labor Relations] Board of any question affecting com 
merce concerning the representation of employees, raised by a labor organization 
under subsection (¢) of this section, no petition under section 9 (e) (1) shall be 
entertained, and no complaint shall be issued pursuant to a charge made by a 
labor orgunization under subsection (b) of section 10, unless there is on file wit! 

he Board an affidavit executed contemporaneously or within the preceding 
} 


twelve-month period by each officer of such labor organization and the officers 


of any national or international labor organization of which it is an affiliate or 
constituent unit that he is not a member of the Communist Party or affiliated 
with such party, and that he does not believe in, and is not a member of or 
supports any organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the 
United States Government by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods 
The provisions of section 35 A of the Criminal Code shall be applicable in respect 
to such atlidavits 

In No. 10, the constitutional issue was raised by a suit to restrain the Board 
from holding a representation election in a bargaining unit in which appellant 
union was the employee representative, Without permitting its name to appear 
on the ballot, and, should the election be held, to restrain the Board from at 
nouncing the results or certifying the victor, until a hearing was granted to ap 





pellant \ hearing had been denied because of the noncompliance with §9 (h) 
The complaint alleged that t] requuirement was unconstitutional Appel . 
motion to dismiss the complaint was granted by the statutory three-judge « 
TH | supp DOB (1048). with one judge disse ng Since the constitutional] 
sues were properly raised and substantial, we noted probable jurisdiction 

No. 18 is the outcome of an unfair labor practice complaint filed with the Board 
by petitioner nniol fhe Board found that Inland Steel Compat y nad vio ted 
the Labor Relations A n refusing to bargain on the subject of pen rs 
TN. L. R. B. 1 (1948) But the Board postponed the effective date of its order 
compelling the company to bargain, pending the unions’ compliance with § 9 
Both sides appealed: the company urged that the Act had been misinterpreted ; 
the unions contended that § ) (hh) was unconstitutional and therefore an invalid 


condition of a Board order When the couurt below upheld the Board on bot! 


' 
counts, 170 FF. 2d 247 (1948), with one judge dissenting as to § 9 (h), bot! 

filed petitions for certiorari We denied the pe on per hing t he p ! 
issue, B36 1 S OOO (19490) but granted the petition dire ted at the aff 
requirement, 8355 I S. 910 (1949), because of the manifest importance of 


onal issues involved 


rhe constitutional justification for the National Labor Relations Act was the 
power of Congress to protect interstate commerce by removing obstructio ) 
the free flow of commerce Vational Labor Relations Board vy. Jo & Lang) 
Steel Corp., 301 U. S. 1 (1987). That Act was designed to remove obstr 
caused by strikes and other forms of industrial unrest, which Congress f ( 
4were attributable to the inequality of bargaining power between uno 
employees and their employers It gid so by strengthening employee groups, 
by restraining certain employer practices, and by encouraging the processes of 
collective bargaining. 

When the Labor-Management Relations Act was passed twelve years later, it 
was the view of Congress that additional impediments to the free flow of com 
merce made amendment of. the original Act desirable. It was stated in the 
findings and declaration of policy that: 


“Experience has further demonstrated that certain practices by some labor 
organizations, their officers, and members have the intent or the necessary 
effect of burdening or obstructing Commerce by preventing the free flow of 
goods in such commerce through strikes and other forms of industrial unrest 
or through concerted activities which impair the interest of the public in the 

61 Stat. 136. 146, 29 U. S. C. Supp. § 141. § 159 (h), amending the National Labor 

Relations Act of 1935, 49 Stat. 449, 29 U. S.C. § 151 et seq 


99484 52 5 
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free flow of such commerce. The elimination of such practices is a necessary 
condition to the assurance of the rights herein granted.” ” 

One such obstruction, which it was the purpose of § 9 (h) of the Act to remove, 
Was the so-called “political strike.” Substantial amounts of evidence were pre- 
sented to various committees of Congress, including the committees immediately 
concerned with labor legislation, that Communist leaders of labor unions had in 
the past and would continue in the future to subordinate legitimate trade union 
objectives to obstructive strikes when dictated by Party leaders, often in support 
of the policies of a foreign government. And other evidence supports the view 
that some union leaders who hold to a belief in violent overthrow of the Govern- 
ment for reasons other than loyalty to the Communist Party likewise regard 
strikes and other forms of direct action designed to serve ultimate revolutionary 
goals as the primary objectives of labor unions which they control.’ At the com- 
mittee hearings, the incident most fully developed was a strike at the Milwaukee 
plant of the Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Company in 1941, when that plant was 
producing vital materials for the national defense program. A full hearing was 
given not only to company officials, but also to leaders of the international and 
local unions involved. Congress heard testimony that the strike had been called 
solely in obedience to Party orders for the purpose of starting the “snowballing 
of strikes” in defense plants.* 

No useful purpose would be served by setting out at length the evidence before 
Congress relating to the problem of political strikes, nor can we attempt to assess 
the validity of each item of evidence. It is sufficient to say that Congress had 
a great mass of material before it which tended to show that Communists and 
others proscribed by the statute had infiltrated union organizations not to sup- 
port and further trade union objectives, including the advocacy of change by 
democratic methods, but to make them a device by which commerce and industry 
night be disrupted when the dictates of political policy required such action. 


Il. 


The unions contend that the necessary cffeet of § 9 (h) is to make it impossible 
for persons who cannot sign the oath to be officers of labor unions. They urge that 
such a statute violates fundamental rights guaranteed by the First Amendment: 

he right of union officers to hold what political views they choose and to asso- 

ciate With what political groups they will, and the right of unions to choose their 
officers without interference from government.’ The Board has argued, on the 
other hand, that § 9 (h) presents no First Amendment problem because its sole 
sanction is the withdrawal from noneomplying unions of the “privilege” of using 
its facilities. 

Neither contention states the problem with complete accuracy. It cannot be 
denied that the practical effect of denial of access to the Board and the denial 
of a place on the ballot in representation proceedings is not merely to withhold 
benefits granted by the Government but to impose upon noncomplying unions a 
number of restrictions which would not exist if the Board had not been estab- 
lished.” The statute does not, however, specifically forbid persons who do not sign 
the affidavit from holding positionsyof union leadership nor require their discharge 
from office. The tact is that § 9 (h) may well make it difficult for unions to re 
main effective if their officers do not sign the affidavits. How difficult depends 
upon the circumstances of the industry, the strength of the union and its organi- 
zational discipline. We are, therefore, neither free to treat § 9 (h) as if it merely 
Withdraws a privilege gratuitously granted by the Government, nor able to con- 





29 U. S. C. Supp. § 151. 

\ detailed description of the aims and tacties of the Socialist Workers Party, for 
example, may be found in the transcript of record in Dunne vy. United States, 320 U. S. 
90 (1948), certiorari denied. We cite the record as evidence only and express no opinion 
hatever on the merits of the case. See record, pp. 267-271, 273-274, 330-332. 439, 475, 
$91~-492. 495-496, 535, 606, GS3—-688, 693, 787. 804-805. 

*See Hearings before House Committee on Education and Labor on Bills to Amend and 
Repeal the National Labor Relations Act, SOth Cong., Ist Sess. 3611-3615. 

*The First Amendment provides: “Congress shall make no law .. . abridging the 
reedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and 
to petition the Government for a redress of grievances.” 


= +1 





For example, a union whose officers do not file an affidavit in compliance with § 9 (h) 
may not enter into a union shop contract with an employer, as it was free to do before 


sage of the National Labor Relations Act A noncomplying union is excluded from the 
ball in representation proceedings. If another union is certified, this noncomplying union 
incurs the disabilities of §§ 8 (b) (4) (C) and 308 (a) (3), as it would not have done prior 
to 19385 Similarly, certain strikes and boycotts are prohibited to noncomplying unions 


8 (b) (4) (B), 8 (b) (4) (CC), 8 (b) (4) (D) of the Act. 
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COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 61 


sider it a licensing statute prohibiting those persons who do not sign the affidavit 
from holding union office. The practicalities of the situation place the proscrip- 
tions of § 9 (h) somewhere between those two extremes. The difficult question 
that emerges is whether, consistently with the First Amendment, Congress, by 
statute, may exert these pressures upon labor unions to deny positions of leader- 
ship to certain persons who are identified by particular beliefs and political 
afliliations. 
IIT. 


There can be no doubt that Congress may, under its constitutional power to 
regulate commerce among the several States, attempt to prevent political strikes 
and other kinds of direct action designed to burden and interrupt the free flow of 
commerce. We think it is clear, in addition, that the remedy provided by § 9 (h) 
bears reasonable relation to the evil which the statute was designed to reach. 
Congress could rationally find that the Communist Party is not like other po- 
litical parties in its utilization of positions of union leadership as means by which 
to bring about strikes and other obstructions of commerce for purposes of politi- 
cal advantage, and that many persons who believe in overthrow of the Govern- 
ment by force and violence are also likely to resort to such tactics when, as 
officers, they formulate union policy. 

The fact that the statute identities persons by their political affiliations and 
beliefs, which are circumstances ordinarily irrelevant to permissible subjects of 
government action, does not lead to the conclusion that such circumstances are 
never relevant. Jn re Simme rs, 325 U. S. 561 (1945) ; Hamilton v. Regents, 293 
U.S. 245 (19384). We hsve held that aliens may be barred from certain occupa- 
tions because of a reasonable relation between that classification and the appre- 
hended evil, Clarke v. Deckebach, 274 U. S. 3892 (1927); Pearl Assurance C 
v. Harrington, 3138 U. S. 549 (1941), even though the Constitution forbids arbi- 
trary banning of aliens from the pursuit of lawful occupations. Truag v. Raich, 
P89 UL S. 33 (1915); Takahashi vy. Fish and Game Commission, 334 U. S. 410 
(1948). Even distinctions based solely on ancestry, which we declared “are by 
their very nature odious to a free people,” have been upheld under the unusual 
circumstances of wartime. Hirabayashi v. United States, 820 U.S. 81 (19438).7 
If accidents of birth and ancestry under some circumstances justify an inference 
concerning future conduct, it can hardly be doubted that voluntary affiliations 
and beliefs justify a Similar inference when drawn by the legislature on the basis 
of its investigations 


oO. 


This principle may be illustrated by reference to statutes denying positions 
of public importance to groups of persons identified by their business affiliations 
One federal statute,” for example, provides that no partner or employee of a firm 
primarily engaged in underwriting securities may be a director of a national 
bank. This Court noted that the statute is directed “to the probability or like- 
lihood, based on the experience of the 1920's that a bank director interested in 
the underwriting business may use his influence in the bank to involve it or its 
customers in securities which his underwriting firm has in its portfolio or has 
committed itself to take.” Board of Governors v. Agnew, 329 U. S. 441, 447 
(1947). It was designed “to remove tempting opportunities from the manage 
ment and personnel of member banks.” Jd, at p. 449. There was no showing, 
nor Was one required, that all employees of underwriting firms would engage in 
such conduct. Because of their business connections, carrying as they do certain 
loyalties, interests and disciplines, those persons were thought to pose a con- 
tinuing threat of participation in the harmful activities described above, Polit- 
ical affiliations of the kind here involved, no less than business affiliations, pro- 
vide rational ground for the legislative judgment that those persons proscribed 
by $9 (h) would be subject to “tempting opportunities” to commit acts deemed 
harmful to the national economy. In this respect, §9 (h) is not unlike a host of 
other statutes which prohibit specified groups of persons from holding positions of 
power and public interest because, in the legislative judgment, they threaten to 
abuse the trust that is necessary concomitant of the power of office. 

If no more were involved than possible loss of position, the foregoing would 
dispose of the case. But the more difficult problem here arises because, in draw- 
ing lines on the basis of beliefs and political affiliations, though it 


may be 
granted that the proscriptions of the statute bear a reasonable 


relation to the 


See also Luria y. United Statea, 231 U. S. 9 (1913): Mackenzie vy. Hare, 239 UU. S 
299 (1915) : Lapides v. Clark, 176 F. 2d 619 (1949). 


_§ Sections 30 ar 2 of the Banking Act of 1933, 48 Stat. 162, 193, 194, as amended, 49 
Stat. 684, 709, 12 U. S. C. §§ 77, 78. 
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apprehended evil, Congress has undeniably discouraged the lawful exercise of 
political freedoms as well. Stated otherwise, the problem is this: Communists, 
we may assume, carry on ligitimate political activities. Beliefs are inviolate. 
Cantivell v. Connecticut, 310 U. S. 296. 308 (1940). Congress might reasonably 
find, however, that Communists, unlike members of other political parites, and 
persons who believe in overthrow of the Government by force, unlike persons of 
other beliefs, represent a continuing danger of disruptive political strikes when 
they hold position of union leadership. By exerting pressures on unions to deny 
otlice to Comuiunists and others identified therein, § 9 (h) unodubtedly lessens 
the threat to interstate commerce, but it has the further necessary effect of 
discouraging the exercise of political rights protected by the First Amendment, 
Men who hold union offices often have little choice but to renounce Communism 
or give up their offices. Unions which wish to do so are discouraged from elect- 
ing Communists to office. To the grave and difficult problem thus presented 
we Inust now turn our attention. 
IV. 


The unions contend that once it is determined that this is a free speech case, 
the “clear and present danger” test must apply. See Schenck v. United States, 
149 U.S. 47 (1919) But they disagree as to how it should be applied. Appellant 
in No. 10 would require that joining the Communist Party or the expression of 
belief in overthrow of the Government by force be shown to be a clear and 
present danger of some substantive evil, since those are the doctrines affected 
by the statute. Petitioner in No. 13, on the other hand, would require a showing 
that political strikes, the substantive evil involved, are a clear and present 
danger to the security of the Nation or threaten widespread industrial unrest. 

This confusion suggests that the attempt to apply the term, “clear and present 
danger,” as a mechanical test in every case touching First Amendment freedoms, 

ithont regard to the context of its application, mistakes the form in which an 
idea was cast for the substance of the idea. The provis'ons of the Constitution, 
said Mr. Justice Holmes, “are not mathematical formulas having their essence 
in their form: they are organic living institutions transplanted from English 
soil. Their significance is vital not formal; it is to be gathered not simply by 
taking the words and a dictionary, but by considering their origin and the line 
of their vrowth.” Gompers v. United States, 233 U.S. 604, 610 (1914). Still less 
should this Court's interpretations of the Constitution be reduced to the status 
of mathe itical formulas, It is the considerations that gave birth to the phrase, 
clear and present danger,” not the phrase itself, that are vital in our decision 
f questions involving liberties protected by the First Amendment. 


Although the First Amendment provides that Congres shall make no law 
bridging the freedom of speech, press or assembly, it has long been established 
that those freedoms themselves are dependent upon the power of constitutional 


vernment to survive. If it is to survive it must have power to protect itself 

ainst unlawful conduct and, under some circumstances, against incitements to 

mmit unlawful acts. Freedom of speech thus does not comprehend the right 
eo speak on any subject at any time. The important question that came to this 
Court immediately after the First World War was not whether, but how far, the 
First Amendment permits the suppression of speech which advocates conduct 

imical to the public welfare. Some thought speech having a reasonable 
tendency to lead to such conduct might be punished. Justices Holmes and 
Brandeis took a different view. They thought that the greater danger to a 
democracy lies in the suppression of public discussion; that ideas and doctrines 
thought harmful or dangerous are best fought with words. Only, therefore, 
when force is very likely to follow an utterance before there is a chance for 
counter-argument to have effect may that utterance be punished or prevented.” 
Thus, “the necessity which is essential to a valid restriction does not exist unless 
the speech would produce, or is intended to produce, a clear and imminent danger 
of some substantive evil which the State [or Congress] constitutionally may seek 





® See Schenck 


v. United States, 249 U. S. 47 (1919): Frohwerk v. United States, 249 


U. S. 204 (1919): Debs v. United States, 249 U.S. 211 (1919): Abrams v. United States, 
250 U. S. 616 (1919): Schaefer v. United States, 251 U. S. 466 (1920): Pierce vy. United 
States, 252 U0. S. 239 (1920) : Gitlow v. New York, 268 U. S. 652 (1925). 

2, no danger flowing from speech can be deemed clear and present, unless the 
incidence of the evil apprehended is so imminent that it may befall before there is oppor- 
tunity for full discussion If there be time to expose through discussion the falsehoods 
and fallacies, to avert the evil by the processes of education, the remedy to be applied is 


more speech, not enforced silence.” Mr. Justice Brandeis, concurring in Whitney v. Cali- 


fornia, 274 U. S. 357, 377 (1927). 
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to prevent... .” Mr. Justice Brandeis, concurring in Whitney v. California, 
274 U. S. 357, 373. By this means they sought to convey the philosopsy that, 
under the First Amendment, the public has a right to every man’s views and 
every man the right to speak them, Government may cut him off only when 
his views are no longer merely views but threaten, clearly and imminently, to 
ripen into conduct against which the public has a right to protect itself. 

But the question with which we are here faced is not the same one that 
Justices Holmes and Brandeis found convenient to consider in terms of clear 
and present danger. Government’s interest here is not in preventing the dissemi- 
nation of Communist doctrine or the holding of particular beliefs because it is 
feared that unlawful action will result therefrom if free speech is practiced 
Its interest is in protecting the free flow of commerce from what Conzress 
considers to be substantial evils of conduct that are not the products of speech 
at all. Section 9 (h), in other words, does not interfere with speech because 
Conzress fears the consequences of speech; it regulates harmful conduct which 
Congress has determined is carried on by persons who may be identified by 
their political affiliations and beliefs. The Board does not contend that political 
strikes, the substantive evil at which § 9 (h) is aimed, are the present or 
impending proucts of advocacy of the doctrines of Communism or the expression 
of belief in overthrow of the Government by force. On the contrary, it points 
out that such strikes are called by persons who, so Congress has found, have 
the will and power to do so without advocacy or persuasion that seeks acceptance 
in the competition of the market. Speech may be fought with speech. False 
hoods and fallacies must be exposed, not suppressed, unles there is not sufficient 
time to avert the evil consequences of noxious doctrine by argument and educa- 
tion. That is the command of the First Amendment. But force may and must 
be met with force. Section 9 (h) is designed to protect the public not against 
what Communists and others identified therein advocate or believe, but against 
what Congress has concluded they have done and are likely to do again. 

The contention of petitioner in No. 13 that this Court must find that political 
strikes create a clear and present danger to the security of the Nation or of 
widespread industrial strife in order to sustain § 9 (h) similarly misconceives 
the purpose that phrase was intended to serve. In that view, not the relative 
certainty that evil conduct will result from speech in the immediate future, but 
the extent and gravity of the substantive evil must be measured by the “test” 
laid down in the Schenck case. But there the Court said that: “The question 
in every case is whether the words used are used in such circumstances and are 
of such a nature as to create a clear and present danger that they will bring 
about the substantive evils that Congress has a right to prevent.” Schenck v. 
United States, supra at 52. (Emphasis supplied.) 

So far as the Schenck case itself is concerned, imminent danger of any substan 
tive evil that Congress may prevent justifies the restriction of speech. Since that 
time this Court has decided that however great the likelihood that a substantive 
evil will result, restrictions on speech and press cannot be sustained unless the 
evil itself is “substantial” and “relatively serious,” Brandeis, J., concurring in 
Whitney v. California, supra, at 374, 377, or sometimes “extremely serious.” 
Bridges v. California, 814 U.S. 252, 263 (1941). And it follows therefrom that 
even harmful conduct cannot justify restrictions upon speech unless substantial 
interests of society are at stake. But in suggesting that the substantive evil 
must be serious and substantial, it was never the intention of this Court to lay 
down an absolutist test measured in terms of danger to the Nation. When the 
effect of a statute or ordinance upon the exercise of First Amendment freedoms 
is relatively small and the public interest to be protected is substantial, it is 
obvious that a rigid test requiring a showing of imminent danger to the security 
of the Nation is an absurdity. We recently dismisssed for want of substan- 
tiality an appeal in which a church group contended that its First Amendment 
rights were violated by a municipal zoning ordinance preventing the building 
of churches in certain residential areas. Corporation of the Presiding Bishop 
of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints v. Porterville, 3838 U.S. 805 
(1949). And recent cases in this Court involving contempt by publication like- 
wise have no meaning if imminent danger of national peril is the criterion.” 

On the contrary, however, the right of the public to be protected from evils of 
conduct, even though First Amendment rights of persons or groups are thereby in 





ager Mr. Justice Holmes, dissenting in Abrams v. United States, 250 U. S. 616, 630 
919). 

4 Bridges v. California, 314 U. S. 252 (1941); Pennekamp vy. Florida, 328 U. S. 331 
(1946) ; Craig vy. Harney, 331 U.S. 867 (1947). 
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some manner infringed, has received frequent and consistent recognition by 
this Court. We have noted that the blaring sound truck invades the privacy of 
the home and may drown out others who wish to be heard. Kovacs v. Cooper, 
336 U.S. 77 (1949). The unauthorized parade through city streets by a religious 
or political group disrupts traffic and may prevent the discharge of the most 
essential obligations of local government. Cogr v. New Hampshire, 312 U. S. 
569, 574 (1941). The exercise of particular First Amendment rights may fly 
in the face of the public interest in the health of children, Prince v. Massachusetts, 
$321 U. S. 158 (1944), or of the whole community, Jacobson v. Massachusetts, 
197 U. S. 11 (1904), and it may be offensive to the moral standards of the com- 
munity, Reynolds v. United States, 98 U. S. 145 (1878): Davis v. Beason, 133 


U. 8S. 3383 (1890). And Government’s obligation to provide an efficient public 
service, United Public Workers v. Mitchell, 330 U.S. 75 (1947), and its interest 
in the character of members of the bar, Jn re Summers, 325 U. S. 561 (1945), some- 


times admit of limitations upon rights set out in the First Amendment. And 
see Giboney v. Empire Storage Co., 3836 U. S. 490, 499-501 (1949). We have 


never held that such freedoms are absolute. The reason is plain. As Chief Jus- 
tice Hughes put it, “Civil liberties, as guaranteed by the Constitution, imply the 
existence of an organized society maintaining public erder without which liberty 


itself would be lost in the excesses of unrestrained abuses.” Cor v. New Hamp- 
shire, supra at STA. 

When particular conduct is regulated in the interest of public order, and the 
regulation results in an indirect, conditional, partial abridgment of speech, the 
duty of the courts is to determine which of these two conflicting interests de- 
mands the greater protection under the particular circumstances presented. The 
high place in which the right to speak, think, and assemble as you will was held 
by the Framers of the Bill of Rights and is held today by those who value liberty 
both as a means and an end indicates the solicitude with which we must view 
my a rtion of personal freedoms. We must recognize, moreover, that regula- 
tion of “conduct” has all too frequently been employed by public authority as a 
cloak to hide censorship of unpopular ideas. We have been reminded that “It 
is not often in this country that we now meet with direct and candid efforts to 
stop speaking or publication as such. Modern inroads on these rights come from 
associating the speaking with some other factor which the state may regulate so 
as to bring the whole within official control.” ? 

On the other hand, legitimate attempts to protect the public, not from the re- 
mote possible effects of noxious ideologies, but from present excesses of direct, 
active conduct are not presumptively bad because they interfere with and, in 
some of its manifestations, restrain the exercise of First Alinendment rights. 
Reunolds vy. United States, supra; Prince vy. Massachusetts, supra; Cor vy. New 
Hampshire, supra; Giboney v. Empire Storage Co., supra. In essence, the problem 
is one of weighing the probable effects of the statute upon the free exercise of 
the right of speech and assembly against the convzressional determination that 
political strikes are evils of conduct which cause substantial harm to interstate 


eon ree and that Communists and others identified by $9 (h) pose continuing 
threats to that public interest when in positions of union leadership. We must, 
thers re, undertake the “delicate and diffeult task ... to weigh the cireum- 


stances and to appraise the substantiality of the reasons advanced in support of 
the regulation of the free enjoyment of the rights.” (Schneider yv. State, 308 
U. S. 147, 161 (19389).) 

¥: 


The “reasons advanced in support of the regulation” are of considerable 
weight, as even the opponents of $9 (h) agreed. They are far from being 
“(mlere legislative preferences or beliefs respecting matters of public con- 
venience [which] may well support regulation directed at other personal activi- 
ties, but be sufficient to justify such as diminishes the exercise of rights so 
**’ Tt should be emphasized 
that Congress, not the courts, is primarily charged with determination of tae 
need for regulation of activities affecting interstate commerce. This Court 
niust, if such regulation unduly infringes personal freedoms, declare the statute 
invalid under the First Amendment’s command that the opportunities for free 


vital to the maintenance of democratic institutions.’ 


I TACKSON, Concurring in Thomas v. Collins, 323 U. S. 516, 547 (1945). 
cider y. State, 308 U. S. 147, 161 (1939). 
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public discussion be maintained. But insofar as the problem is one of drawing 
inferences concerning the need for regulation of particular forms of conduct from 
conflicting evidence, this Court is in no position to substitute its judgment as to 
the necessity or desirability of the statute for that of Congress. Cf. United 
Public Workers v. Mitchell, supra at 95, 102. In Bridves v. California, supra, 
we said that even restrictions on particular kinds of utterances, if enacted by a 
legislature after appraisal of the need, come to this Court ‘‘encased in the armor 
wrought by prior legislative determination.” 314 U.S. at 261. Compare Gitlow 
v. New York, 268 U. 8S. 652 (1925). The deference due legislative determination 
of the need for restriction upon particular forms of conduct has found repeated 
expression in this Court’s opinions. 

When compared with ordinances and regulations dealing with littering of the 
streets or disturbance of householders by itinerant preachers, the relative sis 
nificance and complexity of the problem of political strikes and how to deal with 
their leaders becomes at once apparent It must be remembered that $9 (h) is 
not an isolated statute dealing with a subject divorced from the problems of 
labor peace generally. It is a part of some very complex machinery set up by the 


Federal Government for the purpose of encouraging the peaceful settlement of 
labor disputes. Under the statutory scheme, unions which become collective 
bargaining representatives for groups of employees often represent not Only 
members of the union but nonunion workers or members of other unions as 


well. Because of the necessity to have strong unions to bargain on equal terms 
‘ l 


with strong employers, individual employees are required by law to sacrifi 
rights which, in Some cases, are valuable to them See J. I. Case Co. v. Lab 
Board, 321 U.S. 3882 (1944). The loss of individual rights for the greater benefit 
of the group results in a tremendous increase in the power of the representative 
of the group-——the union. But power is never without responsibility. And when 
authority derives in part from Government’s thumb on the scales, the exercise 
of that power by private persons becomes closely akin, in some respects, to its 
exercise by Government itself. See Graham vy. Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire 
men, 3388 U.S. 282 (1949) ; Steele v. Louisville &€ N. R. Co., 823 U. S. 192 (1944) 
Tunstall vy. Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, 323 U. S. 210 (1944) : Wallace 
Corp. v. Labor Board, 323 U. S. 248, 255 (1944); Railway Mail Association \ 
Corsi, 326 U.S. SS, 94 (1945). 

We do not suggest that labor unions which utilize the facilities of the National 
Labor Relations Board become Government agencies or may be regulated as 
such, But it is plain that when Congress clothes the bargaining representative 
‘with powers comparable to those possessed by a legislative body both to creat 
and restrict the rights of those whom it represents,” “~ the public interest in the 
cood faith exercise of that power is very great. 

What of the effects of §9 (h) upon the rights of speech and assembly of those 
proscribed by its terms? The statute does not prevent or punish by criminal 
sanctions the making of a speech, the affiliation with any organization, or the 
holding of any belief. But as we have noted, the fact that no direct restraint or 
punishment is imposed upon speech or assembly does not determine the free 


speech question. Under.some circumstances, indirect “discouragements” un 
doubtedly have the same coercive effect upon the exercise of First Amendment 
rights as imprisonment, fines, injunctions or taxes. A requirement that ad 


herents of particular religious faiths or political parties wear identifying arm- 
bands, for example, is obviously of this nature. 

ut we have here no statute which is either frankly aimed at the suppression 
of dangerous ideas “ nor one which, although ostensibly aimed at the regulation 
of conduct, may actually “be made the instrument of the arbitrary suppression 
of views. Haque v. Committee for Industrial Organization, 307 U. S. 496, 516 
(1939). There are here involved none of the elements of censorship or pro- 
hibition of the dissemination of information that were present in the cases mainly 


Steele v. Louisville & N. R. Co., 323 U. S. 192, 202 (1944) 

“Cf. cases cited in note 9, supra, and Whitney v. California, 274 U. S. 357 (1927): 
Fiske v. Kansas, 274 U. S. 880 (1927): Stromberg v. California, 288 U. S. 359 (1981): 
Near v. Minnesota,» 283 U. S. 697 (1931); DeJonge v. Oregon, 299 U. S. 853 (1937); 
Herndon v. Lowry, 301 U.S. 242 (1987) 

7Cf. Grosjean vy. American Press Co., 297 U. S. 238 (1936): Thomas vy. Collins, 
U.S. 516 (1945). 
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relied upon by those attacking the statute. The “discouragements” of §9 (h) 
proceed not against the groups or beliefs identified therein, but only against the 
combination of those affiliations or beliefs with occupancy of a position of great 
power over the economy of the country. Congress has concluded that substantial 
harm, in the form of direct, positive action, may be expected trom that com- 
bination. In this legislation, Congress did not restrain the activities of the 
Communist Party as a political organization, nor did it attempt to stifle beliefs. 
Compare West Virginia State Board of Education v. Barnette, 319 U. 8. 624 
(1943). Section 9 (h) touches only a relative handful of persons, leaving 
the great majority of persons of the identified affiliations and beliefs completely 
free from restraint. And it leaves those few who are affected free to maintain 
their affiliations and beliefs subject only to possible loss of positions which 
Congress has concluded are being abused to the injury of the public by members 
ot the described groups. 

We have previously had occasion to consider other statutes and regulations 
in which the interests involved were, in large measure, like those now being 
considered, In United Public Workers vy. Mitchell, supra, we upheld a statute 
which provided that employees of the Federal Government could not participate 
in partisan political activities, concededly a First Amendment right, if they 
would retain their positions. The decision was not put upon the ground that 
vovernment employinent is a privilege to be conferred or withheld at will. For 
it was recognized that Congress may not “enact a regulation providing that no 
Republican, Jew or Negro shall be appointed to federal office, or that no federal 
employee shall attend Mass or take any active part in missionary work.” 330 
U.S. at 100. But the rational connection between the prohibitions of the statute 
and its objeets, the limited scope of the abridgment of First Amendment 
rights, and the large public interest in the efficiency of government service, which 
Congress had found necessitated the statute, led us to the conclusion that the 
statute may stand consistently with the First Amendment. 

Similarly, in /n re Summers, supra, we upheld the refusal of a state supreme 
court to admit to membership of its bar an otherwise qualified person on the 
sole ground that he had conscientious scruples against war and would not use 
force to prevent wrong under any circumstances. Since he could not, so the 
justices of the state court found, swear in good faith to uphold the state con- 
stitution, which requires service in the militia in time of war, we held that refusal 
o permit him to practice law did not violate the First Amendment, as its com- 
mands are incorporated in the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment. Again, the relation between the obligations of membership in the bar 
und service required by the state in time of war, the limited effect of the state’s 
holding upon speech and assembly, and the strong interest which every state 


SIn Cor vy. New Hampshire, 312 U. S. 569 (1941), Mr. Chief Justice Hughes, speaking 
for an unanimous Court, stated the considerations thought controlling in a number of these 
eases: “In Lovell vy. Griffin [303 U. S. 444], the ordinance prohibited the distribution of 
literature of any kind at any time, at any place, and in any manner without a permit from 
the city manager, thus striking at the very foundation of the freedom of the press by 
subjecting it to license and censorship In Hague v. Committee for Industrial Organization 

307 U. S. 496], the ordinance dealt with the exercise of the right of assembly for the 
purpose of communicating views: it did not make comfort or convenience in the use of 
Streets the standard of official action but enabled the local official absolutely to refuse a 
permit on his mere opinion that such refusal would prevent ‘riots, disturbances or dis- 
orderly assemblage.’ The ordinance thus created, as the record disclosed, an instrument 
of arbitrary suppression of opinions on publie questions. The court said that ‘uncontrolled 
official suppression of the privilege cannot be made a substitute for the duty to maintain 
order in connection with the exercise of the right... In Schneider vy. State [808 U. S. 147] 
(p. 163), the ordinance was directed at canvassing and banned unlicensed communication 
of any views, or the advocacy of any cause, from door to door, subject only to the power 
of a police officer to determine as a censor what literature might be distributed and who 
might distribute it. In Cantwell v. Connecticut [310 U. S. 296] (p. 305), the statute dealt 
with the solicitation of funds for religious causes and authorized an official to determine 
whether the cause was a religious one and to refuse a permit if he determined it was not, 
thus establishing a censorship of religion.” 312 U. S. at 577-578 

‘In the Barnette case, the Court was careful to point out that the sole interest of the 
State was in securing uniformity of belief by compelling utterance of a preseribed pledge, 


and that refusal to comply with the State order resulted in punishment for both parent 
and child: “The freedom asserted by these appellees does not bring them into collision with 


rights asserted by any other individual It is such conflicts which most frequently require 

intervention of the State to determine where the rights of one end and those of another 

begit But the refusal of these persons to participate in the ceremony does not interfere 
t) j 


with or deny rights of others to dp so. Nor is there any question in this ease that their 


behavior is peaceable and orderly. The sole conflict is between authority and rights of the 
individual The State asserts power to condition access to public education on making 
a prescribed sign and profession and at the same time to coerce attendance by punishing 
both parent and child The latter stand on a right of self-determination in matters that 
touch individual opinion and personal attitude.” 319 U. S. at 630-631. 
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court has in the persons who become officers of the court were thought sufficient to 
justify the state action. See also Hamilton v. Regents, supra. 

It is contended that the principle that statutes touching First Amendment 
freedoms must be narrowly drawn dictates that a statute aimed at political 
strikes should make the calling of such strikes unlawful but should not attempt 
to bring about the removal of union officers, with its attendant effect upon First 
Amendment rights. We think, however, that the legislative judgment that 
interstate commerce must be protected from a continuing threat of such strikes 
is a permissible one in this case. The fact that the injury to interstate com 
merce would be an accomplished fact before any sanctions could be applied, 
the possibility that a large number of such strikes might be called at a time 
of external or internal crisis, and the practical difficulties which would be 
encountered in detecting illegal activities of this kind are factors which are 
persuasive that Congress should not be powerless to remove the threat, not 
limited to punishing the act. We recently said that “nothing in the Constitution 
prevents Congress from acting in time to prevent potential injury to the national! 
economy from becoming a reality.” North American Co. v. Securities & Brchang 
Commission, 827 U. S. 686, T11 (1946). While this statement may be subject 
to some qualification, it indicates the wide scope of congressional power to keep 
from the channels of commerce that which would hinder and obstruct such 
comme 


¥i. 

Previous discussion has considered the constitt ti mint que stions raised by 
§ 9 (h) as they apply alike to members of the Communist Party and affiliated 
organizations and to persons who believe in overthrow of the ¢ ! 
force Che breadth of the provision concerning belief in overthrow of the 
government by force would raise additional questions, however, if it were 1 
very literally to include all persons who might, under any conceivable circum- 
stances, subscribe to that belief. 


overninent | 


But we see no reason to construe the statute so broadly It is within tl] 
power and is the duty of this Court to construe a statute so as t d 
danger of unconstitutienality if it may be done in consonance with the legislative 
purpose United States v. Congress of Industrial Oruvanirat ms, 335 | — (it) 
120-121 (1948S): United States v. Delaware & Hudson Co., 213 1 S. 366. 407 
10S (190%) In enacting $9 (h), Congress had as its obj ve the ! 
interstate Commerce from direct interference, not any intent to disturb 
scribe beliefs as such Its manifest purpose was to bring within the terms 


of the statute only those persons whose beliefs strongly indicate a 
engage in political strikes and other forms of direct action when, as officers, the 
direct union activities The congressional purpose is therefore served if we 
construe the clause, “that he does not believe in, and is not a member of or sup 
ports any organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the Unites 
States Government by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional method 
apply to persons and organizations who believe in violent overthrow of tl} 
Government as it presently exists under the Constitution as an objective 
merely a prophecy. Congress might well find that such persons—those w 
believe that the present form of the Government of the United States should be 
changed by foree or other illegal methods—would carry that objective into 
their conduct of union affairs by calling political strikes designed to weaken 
and divide the American people, Whether they consider actual overthrow of the 
Government to be near or distant. It is to those persons that §9 (h) is intended 
to apply, and only to them. We hold, therefore, that the belief identified in 

% (h) is a belief in the objective of overthrow by force or by any illegal or 
unconstitutional methods of the Government of the United States as it now 
exists under the Constitution and laws thereof 

As thus construed, we think that the “belief provision of the oath presents 
no different problem from that present in that part of the section having to do 
With membership in the Communist Party. Of course we agree that one may 
not be imprisoned or executed because he holds particular beliefs, But to attack 
the straw man of “thought control” is to ignore the fact that the sole effect of 
the statute upon one who believes in overthrow of the Government by force 
and violence—and does not deny his belief—is that he may be forced to relin 
quish his position as a union leader. That fact was crucial in our discussiot 
of the statute as it relates to membership in the Communist Party. To quote, 
with pertinent substitutions, an apt statement of that principle “The 
Act does not suppress or outlaw the [belief in overthrow of the Govern 
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ment], nor prohibit it or [those who hold that belief] from engaging in any above- 
board activity. . . . No individual is forbidden to be or to become a philosophical 
[believer in overthrow of Government] or a full-fledged member of [a group 
which holds that belief}. No one is penalized for writing or speaking in favor 
of [such a belief] or its philosophy. Also, the Act does not require or forbid 
anything whatever to any person merely because he is [a believer in overthrow 
of the Government by force]. It applies only to one who becomes an officer of 
a labor union.” 

If the principle that one may under no circumstances be required to state his 
beliefs on any subject nor suffer the loss of any right or privilege because of 
his beliefs be a valid one, its application in other possible situations becomes 
relevant. Suppose, for example, that a federal statute provides that no person 
may become a member of the Secret Service force assigned to protect the Presi- 
dent unless he swears that he does not believe in assassination of the President, 
Is this beyond the power of Congress, Whatever the need revealed by its inves- 
tications? An alflirmative answer hardly commends itself to reason unless, 
indeed, the Bill of Rights has been converted into a “suicide pact.” Terminiello 
Vv. Chicago, 337 U. S..1, 87 (1949) (dissenting opinion). Yet the example chosen 
is far-fetched only because of the manifest absurdity of reliance upon an oath 
in such a situation. One can have no doubt that the screening precess in the 
selection of persons to occupy such positions probes far deeper than mere oath- 
taking can possibly do. 

To hold that such an oath is permissible, on the other hand, is to admit that 
the circumstances under which one is asked to state his belief and the conse- 
quences which tlow from his refusal to do so or his disclosure of a particular 
belief make a difference. The reason for the difference has been pointed out 
at some length above. First, the loss of a particular position is not the loss of 
life or liberty. We have noted that the distinction is one of degree, and it is 
for this reason that the effect of the statute in proscribing beliefs—like its effect 
in restraining speech or freedom of association—must be carefully weighed by 
the courts in determining whether the balance struck by Congress comports with 
the dictates of the Constitution. tut it is inaccurate to speak of §%(h) as 
“punishing” or “forbidding” the holding of beliefs, any more than it punishes 
or forbids membership in the Communist Party. 

Second, the public interest at stake in ascertaining one’s beliefs cannot auto- 
matically be assigned at zero without consideration of the circumstances of the 
inquiry. If it is admitted that beliefs are springs to action, it becomes highly 
relevant whether the person who is asked whether he believes in overthrow of 
the Government by force is a general with five hundred thousand men at his 
command or a village constable. To argue that because the latter may not be 
asked his beliefs the former must necessarily be exempt is to make a fetish of 
beliefs. The answer to the implication that if this statute is upheld “then the 
power of government over beliefs is as unlimited as its power over conduct and 
the way is open to force disclosure of attitudes on all manner of social, eco- 
nomic, moral, and political issues,” is that that result does not follow “while 
this Court sits.”* The circumstances giving rise to the inquiry, then, are like- 
wise factors to be weighed by the courts, giving due weight, of course, to the 
congressional judgment concerning the need. In short, the problem of balancing 
the conflicting individual and national interests involved is no different from 
the problem presented by proscriptions based upon political affiliations. 

Insofar as a distinction between beliefs and political affiliations is bsaed 
upon absence of any “overt act” in the former case, it is relevant, if at all, in 
conection with problems of proof. I provng that one swore falsely that he is not 
a Communist, the act of joining the Party is crucial. Proof that one lied in 
swearing that he does not believe in overthrow of the Government by force, 

” Panhandle Oil Co. v. Knor, 277 U. S. 218, 228 (1928) (dissenting opinion). The 
words of Mr. Justice Holmes, while written concerning a very different problem, are well 
worth rereading in this connection: 

“Tt seems to me that the State Court was right. T should say plainly right, but for the 
effect of certain dieta of Chief Justice Marshall which culminated in or rather were founded 
upon his often quoted proposition that the power to tax is the power to destroy. In those 
days it was not recognized as it is today that most of the distinctions of the law are distine 
tions of degree. If the States had any nower it was assumed that they had all nower, and 
that the necessary alternative was to deny it altogether. But this Court which so often 
has defeated the attempt to tax in certain ways can defeat an attempt to discriminate or 
otherwise go too far without wholly abolishing the power to tax. The power to tax is not 
the power to destroy while this Court sits. The power to fix rates is the power to destroy 
if unlimited, but this Court while it endeavors to prevent confiscation does not prevent the 
fixing of rates A tax is not an unconstitutional regulation in every case where an absolute 





prohibition of sales would be one Hatch v. Reardon, 204 U. S. 152, 162." 
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on the other hand, must consist in proof of his mental state. To that extent thes 
differ. 

To state the difference, however, is but to recognize that while objective 
facts may be proved directly, the state of a man’s mind must be inferred from 
the things he says or does. Of course we agree that the courts cannot “ascertain 
the thought that has had no outward manifestation.” But courts and juries 
every day pass upon knowledge, belief and inten the state of men’s minds 
baving before them no more than evidence of their words and conduct, from 
which, in ordinary human experience, mental condition may be inferred See 2 
Wigmore, Evidence (3r ed.) §§ 244, 256 et seq. False swearing in signing the 
affidavit must, as in other cases where mental state is in issue, be proved by 
the outward manifestations of state of mind. In the absence of such manifesta 
tions, which are as much “overt acts” as the act of joining the Communist Party, 
there can be no successful prosecution for false swearing.” 

Considering the circumstances surrounding the problem—the deference due the 
eongressional judgment concerning the need for regulation of conduct affecti 
interstate commerce and the effect of the statute upon rights of speech, asse bly 
and belief—we conclude that § 9 (h) of the Labor Management Relation A 
does not unduly infringe freedoms protected by the First Amendment. Those 
who, so Congress has found, would subvert the public interest cannot escape all 
regulation because, at the same time, they carry on legitimate political activities 
Cf. Valentine v. Chrestenson, 816 U.S. 52 (1942) To encourage unio! 
place them from positions of great power over the national economy, while at 
the same time leaving free the outlets by which they may pursue legitimate 
political activities of persuasion and advocacy, does not seem to us to contravene 
the purposes of the First Amendment. That Amendment requires that one be 
permitted to believe what he will It requires that one be permitted to advocate 
what he will unless there is clear and present danger that a substantial public 
evil will result therefrom It does not require that he be permitted to be the 
keeper of the arsenal. 





VIL. 


There remain two contentions which merit discussion. One is that § 9 (h) 
is unconstitutionally vague. The other is that it violates the mandate of Art I, 
§ 9 of the Constitution, that “No bill of attainder or ex-post-factor law shall be 
passed.” 

The argument as to vagueness stresses the breadth of such terms as “‘atliliated,” 
“supports” and “illegal or unconstitutional methods.’ There is little dou! 
that imagination can conjure hypothetical cases in which the meaning of these 
terms will be in nice question. The applicable standard, however is not one 
of wholly consistent academic definition of abstract terms It is, rather, the 
practical criterion of fair notice to those to whom the statute is directed. The 
particular context is all important. 

The only criminal punishment specified is the application of § 35A of the 
Criminal Code, 18 U. 8S. C. § 1001, which covers only those false statements 
made “knowingly and willfully.” The question in any criminal prosecution 
involving a non-Communist affidavit must therefore be whether the affiant acted 
in good faith or knowingly lied concerning his affiliations, beliefs, support of 
organization, ete. And since the constitutional vice in a vague or indefinite 
statute is the injustice to the accused in placing him on trial for an offense, 
the nature of which he is given no fair warning, the fact that punishment is 
restricted to acts done with knowledge that they contravene the statute makes 
this objection untenable. As this Court pointed out in United States v. Rayen, 
314 U.S. 5138, 524 (1942), “A mind intent upon willful evasion is inconsistent with 
surprised innocence.” Cf. Omaechevarria v. Idaho, 246 U. S. 348 (1918); Hy- 
grade Provision Co, v. Sherman, 266 U. S. 497 (1925); Serews v. United States, 
$25 U. 8S. 91 (1945). Without considering, therefore, whether in other circum- 
stances the words used in § 9 (h) would render a statute unconstitutionally 
vague and indefinite, we think that the fact that under § 355A of the Criminal 
Code no honest, untainted interpretation of those words is punishable removes 
the possibility of constitutional infirmity. 


‘1 While it is true that state of mind is ordinarily relevant only when it is incidental to, 
and determines the quality of, some overt act (but ef. Hamilton v. Regents, 293 U. S. 245 
(1984): In re Summers, 325 U. S. 561 (1945)), the fact must not be overlooked that mental 
state in such cases is a distinct issue, 2 Wigmore, Evidence (3d ed.) §§ 244, 266, of which 
the “overt act’? may or may not be any proof For example, the physical facts surronndit 
a death by shooting may be as consistent with a finding of accident as of murder Wilfull 
ness, malice and premediation must therefore be proved by evidence wholly apart from the 
act of shooting 
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The unions’ argument as to bill of attainder cites the familiar cases, United 
States v. Lovett, 328 U. S. 308 (1946); He parte Garland, 4 Wall. 333 (1866) ; 
Cummings vy. Missouri, 4 Wall. 277 (1866). ‘Those cases and this also, according 
to the argument, involve the proscription of certain occupations to a group 
classified according to belief and loyalty. But there is a decisive distinction: 
in the previous decisions the individuals involved were in fact being punished 
for past actions; whereas in this case they are subject to possible loss of position 
only because there is substantial ground for the congressional judgment that their 
beliefs and loyalties will be transformed into future conduct. Of course, the his- 
tory of the past conduct is the foundation for the judgment as to what the 
future conduct is likely to be; but that does not alter the conclusion that § 9 (h) 
is intended to prevent future action rather than to punish past action. 

This distinction is emphasized by the fact that members of those groups 
identified in § 9 (h) are free to serve as union officers if at any time they re- 
nounce the allegiances which constituted a bar to signing the affidavit in the 
past Past conduct, actual or threatened by their previous adherence to affilia- 
tions and beliefs mentioned in § 9 (h), is not a bar to resumption of the position. 
In the cases relied upon by the unions on the other hand, this Court has em- 
phasized that, since the basis of disqualification was past action or loyalty, noth- 
ing that those persons proscribed by its terms could ever do would change the 
result See United States v. Lovett, supra, at p. 314: Cummings v. Missouri, 
supra, at p. S27. Here the intention is to forestall future dangerous acts; there 
is no one who may not, by a voluntary alteration of the loyalties which impel 
him to action, become eligible to sign the affidavit. We cannot conclude that 
this section is a bill of attainder. 

In their argument on this point, the unions seek some advantage from ref- 
erences to English history pertinent to a religious test oath. That experience 
is written into our Constitution in the following provisions of Article VI: “The 
Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the Members of the several 
State Legislatures, and all executive and judicial Officers, both of the United 
States and of the several States, shail be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support 
this Constitution: but no religions Test shall ever be required as a Qualification 
to any Office or public Trust under the United States.” It is obvious that not 
all oaths were abolished; the mere fact that § 9 (h) is in oath form hardly rises 
0 the stature of a constitutional objection. All that was forbidden was a 
eligious Test.” We do not think that the oath here involved can rightly be 
iken as falling within that category. 

Clearly the Constitution permits the requirement of oaths by officeholders to 
uphold the Constitution itself. The obvious implication is that those unwilling 
to take such an oath are to be barred from public office. For the President, a 
specific oath was set forth in the Constitution itself. Art. II, § 1. And Con- 


gress has detailed an onth for Federal officers Obviously, the Framers of 
the Constitution thought that the exaction of an affirmation of minimal loyalty 
to the Government was worth the price of whatever deprivation of individual 


freedom of conscience was involved. All that we need hold here is that the 
easting of § 9 (h) into the mold of an oath does not invalidate it, if it is other- 
wise constitutional. 

We conclude that § 9 (h) of the Labor-Management Relations Act, as herein 
construed, is compatible with the Federal Constitution and may stand. The 
judgments of the courts below are therefore 

Affirmed. 


Mr. Justice DovGias, Mr. Justice CLARK and Mr. Justice MIn Ton took no part 
in the consideration or decision of these cases. 

Mr. JUSTICE FRANKFURTER, Concurring in the Court’s opinion except as to 
Part VII. 


“Scarce 


ly any political question arises in the United States,’ observed the 
perceptive de Tocqueville as early as 1835, “that is not resolved, sooner or later, 
into a judicial question.” 1 Democracy in America 280 (Bradley ed. 1948). And 
so it was to be expected that the conflict of political ideas now dividing the world 
more pervasively than any since this nation was founded would give rise to con- 
troversies for adjudication by this Court. “The judicial Power’ with which 
alone this Court is invested comes into operation only as to issues that the long 
tradition of our history has made appropriate for disposition by judges. When 
such questions are properly here they are to be disposed of within those strict 
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confines of legal reasoning which laymen too often deem invidiously technical. 
This restriction to justiciable issues to be disposed of in the unrhetorical manner 
of opinion-writing reflects respect by the judiciary for its very limited, however 
great, function in the proper distribution of authority in our political scheme 
so as to avoid autocratic rule. No doubt issues like those now before us cannot 
be completely severed from the political and emotional context out of which 
they emerge. For that very reason adjudication touching such matters should 
not go one whit beyond the immediate issues she gr decision, and what is said 
in support of the eaten should insulate the Court as far as is rationally 
possible from the } litical conflict beneath the legal issues 

The central osetia presented by the enactment now challenged is the power 
if Congress, as part of its comprehensive scheme for industrial peace, to keep 
Communists out of controlling positions in labor unions as a condition to utilizing 
the opportunities afforded by the Labor Management Relations Act... Wrapped 
up in this problem are two great concerns of our democratic society—the right of 
of association for economic and social betterment and the right of association for 
political purposes. It is too late in the day to deny to Congress the power to 
promote industrial peace in all the far-flung range of interstate commerce. To 
that end, Congress may take appropriate measures to protect interstate commerce 
against disruptive conduct not fairly related to industrial betterment within 
our democratic framework. It is one thing to forbid heritical political thoug 


merely us eras thought. It is quite a different thing for Congress to restrict 
ttempts to bring about another scheme of society, not through appeal to reason 


and the use of the ballot as democracy has been pursued throughout our history 
but through an associated effort to disrupt industry, 

Thus stated it would make undue inroads upon the policy-making power of 
Congress to deny it the right to protect the industrial peace of the country by 





excluding from leadership in trade unions which seek ft avail themselves of 
the machinery of the Labor Relations Act those who are united for action agains: 
our democratic process, This is so not because Congress in affording a facility 
can subject it to any condition it p s. It cannot. Congress may withhold 
all sorts of facilities for a betten life’ but if it affords them it cannot make em 
vailable in an obviously arbitrary way or exuct suri er of freedoms unt 

to the purpose of the facilities Congress surely can provide for certain 
relevant qualifications of responsibility on the part of leaders of unions 
invoking the machinery of the Labor Management Relations Act. The essent 
question now is whether er Ss may determine that membership of un 
offivers in the Communist Party creates such an obvious hazard to the peace 


promoting purposes of the Act that access to the machinery of the Act n y in 





denied unions which prefer their freedom to have officers who are Communist 
to their opportunities under the Act 

When we are dealing with conflicting freedoms, as we are on the issues before 
us, we are dealing with large concepts that too readily lend themselves to ex] 
sive rhetoric We are also dealing with matters as to which different nuances 
in phrasing the same conclusion lead to different emyhasis and thet 
tually may lead to different conclusions in slightly different. sit n | \ 


my point of view these are issues as to which it would be desirable for th 
bers of the Court to write full length individual opinions. The Court's busine 
in our time being what it is precludes this. It must suffice for me to s: that 
the judgment of Congress that trade unions which are guided by offic wh 
are cominitted by ties of membership to the Communist Party must. forego the 
wivantages of the Labor Management Relations Act is reasonably related to the 
Cc complishment of the purposes which Congress constitutionally had a right to 
pursue. To deny that, as a matter of experience, that is a judgment which 
Congress may enforce even though it involves the indicated restrictions upon 
freedom would be to make naivete a requirement in judges, Since the Court’s 
opinion, in the main, expresses the point of view which I have very inadequately 
sketched, I join it except as qualified in what fellows 

Congress was concerned with what it justifiably deemed to be the disorganizing 
purposes of Communists who hold positions of official power in labor ur Ss, Ol 


‘Section 9 (h) requires each officer of a union seeking to invoke the machinery of the 
Labor Management Relations Act to submit an affidavit “that he is not a member of the 
Communist Party or affiliated with such party, and that he does not believe in nd 
not a member of or supports any organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow 
of the United States Government by force or by any illegal or u 





neonstitutional methods.’ 
61 Stat. 146, 29 U. S.C. Supp. IIT § 159 (h), The provisions f wi at is now 18 U. S.C 
§ 1001, formerly § 35 (A) of the Criminal Code, are made ap plies e in respe ¢ h 


affidavits 
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at the least, what it might well deem their lack of disinterested devotion to the 
basic tenets of the American trade union movement because of a higher loyalty 
to a potentially conflicting cause. But Congress did not choose merely to limit 
the freedom of labor unions which seek the advantages of the Labor Management 
Relations Act to be led by officers who are not willing to disavow membership 
in the Communist Party. The scope of its legislation was much more extensive. 

Legislation in order to effectuate its purposes may deal with radiations beyond 
the immediate incidence of a mischief. If a particular mischief is within the 
scope of congressional power wide discretion must be allowed to Congress for 
dealing with it effectively. It is not the business of this Court to restrict Congress 
too narrowly in defining the extent or the nature of remedies. How to curb 
an evil, what remedies will be effective, the reach of a particular evil and 
therefore the appropriate range of a remedy against it—all these are matters that 
in the main are matters of legislative policy mot open to judicial condemnation. 
There are, of course, some specific restrictions in devising remedies. No matter 
what its notions of policy may be, the kighth Amendment, ;for example, bars 
Congress from inflicting “cruel and unusual punisliments.” - I do not suppose 
t is even arguable that Congress could ask for a disclosure of how union ofticers 
east their ballots at the last presidential election even though the secret ballot 
is a relatively recent institution. See Wigmore, The Australinn Ballot System 3, 
15, 22 (1889) So also Congress must keep within the contours of the “due 
process” requirement of the Fifth Amendment, vague as they are. In order to 
urb a mischief Congress cannot be so indetinite in its requirements that effort 
to meet them raises hazards unfair to those who seek obedience or involves 
surrender of freedoms which exceeds what may fairly be exacted. These restric- 
tions on the broad scope of legislative discretion are merely the law's application 
of the homely saws that one should not throw out the baby with the bath or burn 
the house in order to roast the pig 

in my view Congress hus cast its net too indiscriminately in some of the provi- 
sion of § 9 (h). To ask avowal that one “does not believe in, and is not a 
minember of or supports any organization that believes in... the overthrow 


of the United States Government... by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods’ is to ask assurances from men regarding matters that open the door 
too wide to mere speculation or uncertainty. It is asking more than rightfully 


may be asked of ordinary men to take oath that a method is not “unconstitu- 
tional” or “illegal” when constitutionality or legality is frequently determined 
by this Court by the chance of a single vote. It does not meet the difficulty to 
sugvest that the hazard of a prosecution for perjury is not great since the con- 
victions for perjury must be founded on willful falsity. To suggest that a judge 
might not be justified in allowing a case to go to a jury, or that a jury would not 
be justified in convicting, or that, on the possible happening of these events, 
an appellate court would be compelled to reverse, or, finally, that resort could be 
had to this Court for review on a petition for certiorari, affords safeguards too 
tenuous to neutralize the danger. See Musser v. Utah, 233 U.S. 95. The haz- 


irds that were found to be fatal to the legislation under review in Winters 


v. New York, 3383 U. S. 507, appears trival by comparison with what is here 


it is not merely the hazard of prosecution for perjury that is dependent on a 
correct determination as to the implications of a man’s beliefs or the belief of 
thers with whom he may be associated in an organization concerned with 
political and social issues. It should not be assumed that oaths will be lightly 
taken; fastidiously scrupulous regard for them should be encouraged. There- 
fore, it becomes most relevant whether an oath which Congress asks men to take 
may or may not be thought to touch matters that may not be subjected to com- 
pulsory avowal of belief or disbelief. In the uncertainty of the reach of 
$9 (h), one may withhold an oath because of conscientious scruples that it covers 
beliefs whose disclosure Congress could not in terms exact. If a man has 
scruples about taking an oath because of uncertainty as to whether it encompasses 
some beliefs that are inviolate, the surrender of abstention is invited by the 
ambiguity of the congressional exaction. As Mr. JUstTiIck JACKSON’s opinion 
indicates, probing into men’s thoughts trenches on those aspects of individual 
freedom which we rightly regard as the most cherished aspects of Western 


*As to the dubious scope of the term “affiliated” in the statute, see Bridges v. Wizron, 
326 U. S. 135. 
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civilization. The cardinal article of faith of our civilization is the inviolate 
ebaracter of the individual. A man can be regarded as an ndividual and not as 
a functon of the state only if he is protected to the largest possible extent in his 
thoughts and in his beliefs as the citadel of his person. Entry into that citadel 
ean be justified, if at all, only if strictly confined so that the belief that a man 
is asked to reveal is so defined as to leave no fair room for doubt that he is not 
asked to disclose what he has a right to withhold. 

No one could believe more strongly than I do that every rational indulgence 
should be made in favor of the constitutionality of an enactment by Congress. 
I deem it my duty to go to the farthest possible limits in so construing legislation 
as to avoid a finding that Congress has exceeded the limits of its powers. See, 
e. g., United States v. Lovett, 328 U. S. 308, 318, 329: Shapiro v. United States, 


} 


335 U. S. 1,36; United States v. C. I. O., 335 U. S. 106, 124, 129. 

If I possibly could, to avoid questions of unconstitutionality I would construe 
the requirements of § 9 (h) to be restricted to disavowal of actual membership 
in the Communist Party, or in an organization that is in fact a controlled cover 
for that Party, or of active belief, as a matter of present policy, in the overthrow 
of the Government of the United States by force. But what Congress has written 
does not permit such a gloss nor deletion of what it has written. See Yu Cong 
Eng v. Trinidad, 271 U. S. 500 I cannot deem it within the rightful authority 
of Congress to probe into opinions that involve only an argumentative demon 
stration of some coincidental paralellism of belief with some of the beliefs 
those who direct the policy of the Commuyist Party, though without any 
riance to it. To require ouths as to matters that open up su h pos ibil es 
invades the inner life of men whose compassionate thought or doctrinaire hoy 
may be as far removed from any dangerous kinship with the Communist creed 
as were those of the founders of the present orthodox political parties in th 
country. 

The offensive provisions of § 9 (h) leave unaffected, however, the 








portions of the section In § 16, Con¢ress has made ey press provision ) Su 
severance. Since the judgments below were based in part on what I deem 
unconstitutional requirements I cannot affirm but would remand to give oj 
tunity to obey merely the valid portions of § 9 (h). 

Mr. Justice JACKSON, Concurring and dissenting, each in pa 

If the statute before us required labor union officers to forswear n b ) 
in the Republican Party, the Democratic Party or the Socialist Party, I supp 

agree that it would be neonstitutional. But why. if it c 

Communist Party 

The answer, for me, S n the decisive lifference hetween tft 
Party and every other party of any importance in the long expe 

nited Stutes with party governtient In order that today’s decision may not 
be useful as a precedent for suppression of any political opposition compatible 

th our free institutions, I limit concurrence to ground 1 distin f 
plicitly set forth herein, without which I should regard this Act as Cc 
tutiona 

To state controlling criteria definitively is both important and diffieu 
( ise those Communist Party activities vi ble to the put close I t bie 
those of any other party. Parties. whether in office or out, are often irrespo 
sible in their use and abuse of freedoms of speech and press They all make 
scrupezoats of unpopular persons or classes and make omises « lul 
cerity or feasibility in order to win votes. All parties, when in o 
strive to discredit and embarrass the Government of the day by spreading exag 
gerations and untruths and by inciting prejudiced or unreasoning discontent, not 
even hesitating to injure the Nation’s prestige among the family of nations Phi 


Communist Party, at least outwardly, only exaggerates these well-worn polit 


th 


techniques and many persons ure thus led to ink of it as just another more 
radical political party If it were nothing but tha I think this legislation 
would be unconstitutional. There are, however, contradictions be e what 


meets the eye and what is covertly done, which, in my view of the issues, provide 


a rational basis upon which Congress reasonably could have concluded’? that 


1 Of course, it is not for any member of this Court to express or to act upon any o7 
he may have as to the wisdom, effectiveness or need for thi f 

where the legislative judgment is drawn in question, must be re d lf 
any state of facts either known or which could reasonably be assumed afford 
for it." United States v. Carolene Products Co., 304 U. S. 144, 154 
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the Communist Party is something different in fact from any other substantial 
purty we have known, and hence may constitutionally be treated as something 
different in law, 


From information before its several Committees and from facts of general 
knowledge, Congress could rationally conclude that, behind its political party 
facade, the Communist Party is a conspiratorial and revolutionary junta, organ- 
zed to reach ends and to use methods which are incompatible with our consti- 
tutional system. A rough and compressed grouping of this data * would permit 
Congress to draw these important conclusions as to its distinguishing charac- 
feristics, 

1. The goal of the Communist Party is to seize powers of government by and 
fora minority rather than to acquire power through the vote of a free electorate, 
It seeks not merely a change of administration, or of Congress, or reform legis- 
ition within the constitutional framework. Its program is not merely to social- 
iz* property more rapidly and extensively than the other parties are doing. 
While the difference between other parties in these matters is largely as to pace, 
the Communist Party’s difference is one of directior 

The Communist program only begins with seizure of government, which then 
becomes & means to impose upon society an organization on principles funda- 

ehtally opposed to those presupposed by our Constitution, It purposes forcibly 

recast our whole social and political structure after the Muscovite model of 
e-state dictatorship It rejects the entire religious and cultural heritage of 
Western civilization, as well as the American economic and political systems, 
This Communist movement is a belated counter-revolution to the American 


eve on, designed to undo the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, 
our Bills of Rights, and overturn our system of free, representative self- 
» er el 
Giouls so extreme and offensive to American tradition and aspiration obviously 
( 1 not be attained or approached through order or with tranquility. If, by 
their better organization and discipline, they were successful, more candid Com- 
sts admit that it would be to an accompaniment of violence, but at the 
e time they disclaim responsibility by blaming the violence upon those who 
ge in resistance or reprisal It matters little by whom the first blow would 
be struck; no one can doubt that an era of violence and oppression, confiscations 
1 liquidations would be concurrent with a regime of Communism. 
h gonls set up a cleavage among us too fundamental to be composed 
by democratic processes. Our constitutional scheme of elections will not settle 
ues between large groups when the price of losing is to suffer extinction. 
are 


When dissensions cut too dee ply, men will fight, even hopelessly, before they 














I I essary to set out a comprehensive compendium of the materials which 
( ’ S i mr ¢ ld hav considered. or to review the voluminous evidence before its 
Came tees n } f whicl eady referred to in the Court's opinion Most of 
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will submit. And this is the kind of struggle projected by the Communist Party 
and inherent in its program. 

» The Communist Party alone among American parties past or present is 
dominated and controlled by a foreign government. It is a satrap party which, 
to the threat of civil disorder, adds the threat of betrayal into alien hands. 

The chain of command from the Kremlin to the American purty is stoutly de 
nied and usually invisible, but it was unmistakably disclosed by the American 
Communist Party somersaulting in synchronism with shifts in the Kremlin's 
foreign policy. Before Munich, Soviet policy was anti-German—‘anti-fascisc” 
and the Communists in this country were likewise. However, when Stalin con 
cluded a nonaggression pact with Hitler and Nazi Germany and the Soviet 
Union became partners in the war, the Communists here did everything within 
their power to retard and embarrass the United States’ policy of rendering aid 
short of war to victims of aggression by that evil partnership. When those 
partners again fell out and Russian policy once more became anti-German, the 
Communists in this country made an abrupt and fierce reversal and were uncon 
scionable in their demands that American soldiers, whose equipment they had 
delayed and giboti ged, be sacrificed in a premature second front to spare Russia 
American Communists, like Communists elsewhere in the world, placed Moscow's 
demand above every patriotic interest. 

By lineage and composition the Communist Party will remain peculiarly 

Tl nism its griey 


susceptible to tl Is allen control I entire apparatus of Commu 
ances, progrim, propaganda and vocabulary were evolved for Eastern and 


t 





Central Europe, whose social and political conditions bear no semblance to ou 
own. However gifted may have been the Communist Party’s founders at 
leaders—Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin—not one of them ever lived in America, 
experienced our conditions, or imbibed the spirit of our institutions. The Com 
munist Party is not native to this Country and its beginnings here were not 

if Americans to answer American problems. Nor is it the response to 


ffort 


effi ‘ 
quest by American political leaders for lessons from European experiences \s 
a copsequence, the leaders of the American Communist Party have been othe 
Wise insignificant personalities, without personal political followings or apt 
tudes for our political methods, adapted by training only to boring the 

into the labor movement, minority groups and coteries of naive and confuses 


berals, whose organizations they have captured and discredited and among 
whom they lie in wait for further orders 


The Old World may be rich in lessons which our statesmen could consult with 




















advantage. Sut it is one thing to learn from or support, a foreign power because 
that policy serves American interests, and another thing to support Americar 
policies because they will serve foreign interests... In each country where the 
Communists have seized control, they have so denationalized its foreign policy as 
to make it a satellite and vassal of the Soviet Union and enforced a domest rari 
in complete conformity with the Soviet pattern, tolerating no deviation in defei 
ence to any people’s separate history, tradition or national interests 
Such is the view of students of Western society, with outlook pI I 
Belfour and Harold Laski Balfour wrote 
Our lternating Cabinets, though belonging t different parties. have ne 
t t foundation of so tv, and it is € lent that our po I 
people so fundament at « hat t} ‘ fy i \ d 
th mod t n that } e not danger \ &: re t 
( mf M | sO P Lee ) Wo ( ‘ 
Bag s En h Conatitution, p. xx 
I ki comment 
I 1 interesting pas iting the ove Lord Be en 
it the s f of tl B tut the S 
ge he reneral success of re rh, ! ogres ‘ 
parties in the state upon fundamental s kit i 
itlook upon large issues; and since fighting was rative d 
were prepared to let reason have its sway in the realm of S sig 
that in the one realm where depth of feeling was passionate ents ed 
pidly to the test of the sword: and the settlement made ‘ t 
by reasor Laski, Liberty in the Modern State, 238 
If we substitute the Civil War for Irish home rule, these statements beco1 
to the United States as they are to England 
lo compare attacks against Thomas Jefferson with attach gainst the Con ! 
rs as Communists generally do [e gq. Leer Let the ‘eople | su 1847 1 
ld be meaningful onl f his charact I motives were ce ble to tl 
( munist leaders Wi e& consicde tl Jeffersor is ft] } ( \ ¢ c + 
I Libert vas \ Governor of Virginia, risked his life t gen the D 
’ \ S t Stat I’ ler W S ¢ ' 
‘ the United S es throug he inf l \ ‘ H t t see 
s ous to liken Jeff mn’s motives in sup ting certain ] ses Fre } i wit 
( S ] ince to t} Kre Y 
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>. Violent and undemocratic means are the calculated and indispensable meth- 
ods to attain the Communist Party’s goal. It would be incredible naivete to expect 
the American branch of this movement to forego the only methods by which a 
Communist Party has anywhere come into power. In not one of the countries it 
now dominates was the Communist Party chosen by a free or contestible election ; 
in not one can it be evicted by any election. The international police state has 
crept over Eastern Europe by deception, coercion, coup d'etat, terrorism, and 
assassination. Not only has it overpowered its critics and opponents; it has 
usually liquidated them. The Americ:in Communist Party has copied the organ- 
izational structure and its leaders have been schooled in the same technique and 
from the same tutors. 

The American Communists have imported the totalitarian organization's dis- 
ciplines and techniques, notwithstanding the fact that this country offers them 
and other discontented elements a way to peaceful revolution by ballot. If they 
ean persuade enough citizens, they may not only name new officials and inaugu- 
rate new policies, but, by amendment of the Constitution, they can abolish the Bill 
of Rights and set up an absolute government by legal methods. They are given 
liberties of speech, press and assembly to enable them to present to the people 
their proposals and propaganda for peaceful and lawful changes, however ex- 
treme. But instead of resting their case upon persuasion and any appeal inherent 
in their ideas and principles, the Communist Party adopts the techniques of a 
secret cabal—false names, forged passports, code messages, clandestine meetings. 
To these it adds occasional terroristic and threatening methods, such as picketing 
courts and juries, political strikes and sabotage. 

This cabalism and terrorism is understandable in the light of what they want 
to accomplish and what they have to overcome, The Communist program does 
not presently, nor in foresecable future elections, Commend itself to enough 
American voters to be a substantial political foree. Unless the Communist 
Party can obtain some powerful leverage on the population, it is doomed to re- 
main a negligible factor in the United States. Hence, conspiracy, violence, 

timidation and the coup delat are all that keep hope alive in the Communist 
breast. 

4. The Communist Party has sought to gain this leverage and hold on the 
tmerican population by acquiring control of the labor movement. All political 
parties have wooed labor and its leaders. But what other parties seek is prin- 
cipally the vote of labor. The Communist Party, on the other hand, is not pri- 

rilv interested in labor's vote, for it does not expect to win by votes. It 
strives for control of labor’s coercive power—the strike, the sit-down, the slow- 
down, sabotage, or other means of producing industrial paralysis. Congress has 


egalized the strike as labor’s weapon for improving its own lot. But where 
Communists have labor control, the strike can be and sometimes is perverted to 
i party weapon. In 1940 and 1941, undisclosed Communists used their labor 


lices to subotage this Nation’s effort to rebuild its own defenses, Disguised as 

riders of free American labor, they were in truth secret partisans of Stalin, 

ho, in partnership with Hitler, was overrunning Europe, sending honest labor 
lenders to concentration camps, and reducing labor to slavery in every land either 
of them was able to occupy. No other important political party in our history 
has attempted to use the strike to nullify a foreign or a domestic policy adopted 
by those chosen under our representative system. 

“This labor leverage, however, usually can be obtained only by concealing the 
Communist tie from the union membership. Whatever grievances American work- 
mon may have with American employers, they are too intelligent and informed to 
seek a remedy through a Communist Party which defends Soviet conscription of 
labor, forced labor camps and the police state. Hence the resort to concealment 
and henee the resentment of laws to compel disclosure of Communist Party ties. 
The membership is not likely to entrust its bargaining power, its records, and 
its treasury to such hands. When it does, the union finds itself a more or less 
helpless captive of the Communist Party. Its officers cease to be interested in 
correcting grievances but seek to worsen and exploit them; they care less for 
winning strikes than that they be long, bitter and disruptive. They always 
follow the Communist Party line, without even knowing its source or its ob- 
jectives. The most promising course of the Communist Party has been the under- 
cover capture of the coercive power of strategic labor unions as a leverage to 
magnify its power over the American people. 


5 Changes as decisive as those wrought by most revolutions resulted from the election of 
Jefferson in 1800, Jackson in 1828, Lincoln in 1860, and Roosevelt in 1932. 
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5. Every member of the Communist Party is an agent to execute the Com- 
munist program. What constitutes a party? Major political parties in the 
United States have never been closely knit or secret organizations. Anyone who 
usually votes the party ticket is reckoned a member, although he has not ap 
plied for or been admitted to membership, pays no dues, has taken no pledge, 
and is free to vote, speak and act as he will. Followers are held together by 
rather casual acceptance of general principles, the influence of leaders, and 
sometimes by the cohesive power of patronage. Membership in the party carries 
with it little assurance that the member understands or believes in its prin- 
ciples and none at all that he will take orders from its leaders. One may quar 
rel with the party and bolt its candidates and return again as much a member 
as those who were regular. And it is often a source of grief to those who have 
labored long in the vineyard that late arrivals are taken into the party councils 
from other parties without scrutiny. Of course, when party organization is 





of this character, there is little ground for inference that all members are 
committed to party plans or that they are agents for their execution. 

Membership in the Communist Party is totally different. The Party is a secret 
conclave. Members are admitted only upon acceptance as reliable and after 
doctrination in its policies, to which the member is fully committed. They are 
provided with cards or credentials, usually issued under false numes so that th 
identification can only be made by oflicers of the Party who hold the code 
Moreover, each pledges unconditional obedience to party authority) 
are known by secret or code names. They constitute “cells” in the f; . 
office, the political society, or the labor union For any deviation from the 
line they are purged and excluded. 

Inferences from membership in such an organization are justifiably different 
from those to be drawn from membership in the usual type of political q 
Individuals who assume such obligations are chargeable, on ordinary conspiracy 
principles, with responsibility for and participation in all that makes up the 
Party’s program. The conspiracy principle has traditionally been employed to 
protect society against all “ganging up” or concerted action in violation of 
laws. No term passes that this Court does not sustain convictions based on that 





doctrine for violations of the antitrust laws or other statutes However, there 
has recently entered the dialectic of politics a cliché used to condemn application 
of the conspiracy principle to Communists. “Cuilt by association” is an epithet 
frequently used and little explained, except that it is generally accompanied by 
another slogan, “guilt is personal Of course it is: but ] nal guilt may le 
curred by joining a conspiracy. The act of association Inakes one responsible 
for the acts of others committed in pursuance of the association It is wl 
question of the sufficiency of evidence of association to imply conspire Ihe 
s certainly sufficient evidence that all members owe allegiance to every d 
the Communist Party program and have assumed a duty Ctivelyv to ] Ty PN EC ‘ 
t, so that Congress could, on Iniliar conspiracy principles, charge ea membe 


With responsibility for the goals and means of the Party 

Such then is the background which Congress could reasonably find as a bas 
for exerting its constitutional powers, and which the judiciary cannot disr ! 
in testing them. On this hypothesis we may revert to consideration of the 


contention of unconstitutional 
Communist Party membership or affiliation. 


ty of this oath insofar as it requires disclosure 


il, 


[ cannot believe that Congress has less power to protect a labor union from 
Communist Party domination than it has from employer domination. This Court 
has uncompromisingly upheld power of Congress to disestablish labor unions 
Where they are company-dominated and to eradicate employer influence even when 
exerted only through spoken or written words which any person not the employer 
would be free to utter.’ 

Congress has conferred upon labor unions important rights and powers in 
matters that affect industry, transport, communications, and commerce. And 
Congress has not now denied any union full self-government nor prohibited any 
union from choosing Communist officers. It seeks to protect the union from doing 
so unknowingly. And if members deliberately choose to put the union in the 





*T have taken pains to point out that the whole doctrine of conspiracy and its abuse 
presents a danger to the fair administration of justice. Concurring opinion, Arulewitcl 
United States, 336 U. S. 440, 445 


7 See cases collected in. Thomas v. Collins, 323 U. S. 516, 548 
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hands of Communist officers, Congress withdraws the privileges it has conferred 
on the assumption that they will be devoted to the welfare of their members. It 
would be strange indeed if it were constitutionally powerless to protect these 
delegated functions from abuse and misappropriation to the service of the 
Communist Party and the Soviet Union. Our Constitution is not a covenant of 
nonresistance toward organized efforts at disruption and betrayal, either of labor 
or of the country. 

Counsel stress that this is a civil-rights or a free-speech or a free-press case. 
But it is important to note what this Act does not do. The Act does not sup- 
press or outlaw the Communist Party, nor prohibit it or its members from 
engaging in any aboveboard activity normal in party struggles under our political 
system. It may continue to nominate candidates, hold meetings, conduct cam- 
paigns and issue propaganda, just as other parties may. No individual is for- 
bidden to be or to become a philosophical Communist or a full-tledged member 
of the Party. No one is penalized for writing or speaking in favor of the Party 
or its philosophy. Also, the Act does not require or forbid anything whatever 
to any person merely because he is a member of, or is affiliated with, the Com- 
munist Party. It applies only to one who becomes an ofticer of a labor union. 

I am aware that the oath is resented by many labor leaders of unquestioned 
loyalty and above suspicion of Communist connections, indeed by some whe 
have themselves taken bold and difficult steps to rid the labor movement of 
Communists. I suppose no one likes to be compelled to exonerate himself from 
connections he has never acquired. I have sometimes wondered why I must 
file papers showing I did not steal my car before I can get a license for it. But 
experience shows there are thieves among automobile drivers, and that there 
are Communists among labor leaders. The public welfare, in identifying both, 
outweighs any affront to individual dignity. 

In weighing claims that any particular activity is above the reach of law, we 
high responsibility to do so in the light of present-day actualities, not 

i ’ 


ave a 
idealizations valid for a simpler age. Our own world, organized for 


nostalgic 
t 


liberty, has been forced into deadly competition with another world, organized 
for power. We are faced with a lawless and ruthless effort to inflltrate and 
disintegrate our society. In cases involving efforts of Congress to deal with 
this strugezle we are Clearly called upon to apply the long-standing rule that an 


appointive Judiciary should strike down no act produced by the democratic 
processes of our representative system unless unconstitutionality is clear and 
certain 

I conclude that we cannot deny Congress power to take these measures under 
the Commerce Clause to require labor union officers to disclose their membership 
in or affiliation with the Communist Party. 


111. 


Congress has, however, required an additional disclaimer, which in my view 
does encounter serious constitutional objections. A union officer must also 
swear that “he does not believe in... the overthrow of the United States Gov 
ernment by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods.” ° 

If Congress has power to condition any right or privilege of an American 
citizen * upon disclosure and disavowal of belief on any subject, it is obviously 
this one. But the serious issue is whether Congress has power to proscribe 
any opinion or belief which has not manifested itself in any overt act. While 
the forepart of the oath requires disclosure and disavowal of relationships which 
depend on overt acts of membership or affiliation, the afterpart demands revela- 
tion and denial of mere beliefs or opinions, even though they may never have 
matured into any act whatever or even been given utterance. In fact, the oath 
requires one to form and express a conviction on an abstract proposition which 


s down other requirements for the oath which do not require extended dis 
r example, the clause “is not a member of or supports any organization that 
in teaches the overthrow of the United States Government by force.” For 
reasons set forth in parts I and II, Congress would undoubtedly have power to require 
lisclosure of membership in an organization which had the characteristics of the Com 





munist Party or other characteristics of similar gravity As drawn, this clause might, 
however, apply to membership in a mere philosophical or discussion group . 
This part of the oath was obviously intended to disclose persons not members of or 


affiliated with the Communist Party but who were a part of the undertow of the Communist 
movement It was probably suggested by the long-standing requirement of somewhat 





similar oaths in immigration and naturalization matters There is, however, no analogy 


between what Congress may require of aliens as a condition of admission or of citizenship 
and what it may require of a citizen. 
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many good citizens, if they have thought of it at all, have considered too academic 
and remote to bother about. 

That this difference is decisive on the question of power becomes unmistakable 
when we consider measures of enforcement. The only sanction prescribed, and 
probably the only one possible in-dealing with a false affidavit, is punishment 
for perjury. If one is accused of falsely stating that he was not a member of, or 
affiliated with, the Communist Party, his conviction would depend upon pro 
of visible and knowable overt acts or courses of conduct sufficient to establish 
that relationship. But if one is accused of falsely swearing that he did not b 
lieve something that he really did believe, the trial must resolve around the ¢ 
jecture as to whether he candidly exposed his state of mind 

The law sometimes does inquire as to mental state, but only so far as I re 
when it is incidental to, and determines the quality of, some overt act in qu 








tion Irom its circumstances, courts sometimes must decide whether an act 
was committed intentionally or whether its results were intended, or whet] 
action taken was in malice, or after deliberation, « With knowledxt 
certain facts. But in such cases the law pries into the mind only to dete ! 
nature and culpability of an act, as a mitigating or aggravating 
ince, and I know of no situation in which a citizen may it r civ 
a tv or disability because a court infers an evil mental state where 1 ct a 
has accurred Our trial processes are clumsy and unsatistying for in 
ferring cogitations which are incidental to actions, but they do not even pretend 
scertain the thought that has had no o itward muanifestatio \ttel 
the courts 1 fathom modern port il meditations of an a used W 
fut and mischevious as the efforts ii he inta s heres s ( 
fathom religious beliefs 
Our Constitution explicitly precludes punishment of the malignant menta 
alone as treason, most serious of all po cal crimes, of hich 1 ment 
of adherence to the enemy is an essential part It requires a duly witne 
overt act of aid and comfort to the enemy. Cramer v. Uniled States, 3825 U.S. 1, 
It is true that in England of olden times men were tried for treason f m 
ndiseretions such as imagining the death of the neg 3 our Cons \ 
intended to end such proseeutions. Only in the darkest periods Wuan | 
has any Western government concerned itself with mere belief, however ec 
or mischievous, when it has not matured into overt action; and if that pra 
sur'y s anywhere, it is in the Communist countries Os yhilosoph \ 
loathe 
How far we must revert toward these discredited systems ve are to s ! 
this oath is made vivid by the Court’s reasoning that the Act applic 


hose Whose beliefs strongly indicate a will to en 
*" Since Congress has never outlawed the political strike 





Court must be holding that Congress may root out mere ideas which, eve 
icted upon, Would not result eril It is a strange parad f ! ! 
orbidd oO have an idea in mind that 1 s free to pu to exe 1 I 

irt from this, efforts to weed erroneous beliefs from the minds en h 

i\ VS bee! upported by the argument which the Court invokes toda - t b 
efs are springs to action, that evil thoughts tend to become forbidden deeds 
Probably so. But if power to forbid acts includes power to forbid contemplating 
Them, then the power of government over beliefs is as ur mited as its power Over 
conduct and the way is open to force disclosure of attitudes on a mil er of 
" t momic, Moral, and political issues 

These suggestions may be discounted as fanciful and farfetehed. But we must 
not forget that in our country are evangelists and zealots of many ferent 
litical, economic and religious persuasions whose fanciful conviction is that all 


thought is divinely classified into two kinds—that which is their own and tl 
Vhich is false and dangerous. Communists are not the only faction which would 





put us all in mental strait jackets. Indeed all ideological str es, religious or 
political, are primarily battles for dominance over the minds of people. It t 


to be supposed that the age-old readiness to try to convert minds by pressure or 


suppression, instead of reason and persuasion, is extinet. Our protection against 
all kinds of fanaties and extremists, none of whom ean be trusted th unili ted 
power over others, lies not in their forbearance but in the limitations of « 


Constitution 
It happens that the belief in overthrow of representative government by force 
and violence which Congress condit onally pros ribes is one that I agree is erro 


See Holmes, The Common Law, Lectures II, III and IV, pp. 65-68, 132, et seq. 
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neous. But “if there is any principle of the Constitution that more imperatively 
calls for attachment than any other it is the principle of free thought—not free 
thought for those who agree with us but freedom for the thought that we hate.” 
Holmes, J., dissenting in United States v. Schwimmer, 279 U. S. 644, 654-55. 
Moreover, in judging the power to deny a privilege to think otherwise, we cannot 
ignore the fact that our own Government originated in revolution and is legiti- 
mate only if overthrow by force may sometimes be justified. That circumstances 
sometimes justify it is not Communist doctrine but an old American belief.” 

The men who led the struggle forcibly to overthrow lawfully constituted Brit- 
ish authority found moral support by asserting a natural law under which their 
revolution was justified, and they broadly proclaimed these beliefs in the docu- 
ment basic to our freedom. Such sentiments have also been given ardent and 
rather extravagant expression by Americans of undoubted patriotism.” Most 
of these utterances were directed against a tyranny which left no way to change 
by suffrage. It seems to me a perversion of their meaning to quote them, as the 
Communists often do, to sanction violent attacks upon a representative govern- 
ment which does afford such neans. But while I think Congress nay make it a 
crime to take one overt step to use or to incite violence or force against our 
Government, I do not see how in the light of our history a mere belief that one 
has a natural right under some circumstances to do so can subject an American 
citizen to prejudice any more than possession of any other erroneous belief. Can 
we say that men of our time must not even think about the propositions on which 
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Nothing is more pernicious than the idea that every radical measure is “Communistic” 
or every liberal-minded person a “Communist.” One of the tragedies of our time is the 
confusion between reform and Communism—a confusion to which both the friends and 
enemies of reform have contributed. the one by failing to take a clear stand against Com- 
munists and Communism and the other by characterizing even the most modern suggestion 
of reform as “Communistic” and its advocates as “Communists.” Unquestioning idolatry 
of the status quo has never been an American characteristic. 

2A surprising catalocue of statements conld be compiled. The following are selected 
from Mencken, A New Dictionary of Quotations, under the rubric “Revolution”: ‘“When- 
ever any government becomes destructive of these ends [life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness] it is the right of the people to alter or abolish it, and to institute a new govern- 
ment, laying its foundations on such principles, and organizing its powers in such form, as 
to them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness.””. Thomas Jefferson, 
The Declaration of Independence, July 4, 1776. “The community hath an indubitable, 
inalienable, and indefeasible right to reform, alter or abolish government, in such manner 
as shall be by that community judged most conducive to the public weal.” The Pennsyl- 
vania Declaration of Rights, 1776. “It is an observation of one of the profoundest inquirers 
into human affairs that a revolution of government is the strongest proof that can be given 
by a people of their virtue and good sense.”” John Adams, Diary, 1786. “What country 
can preserve its liberties if their rulers are not warned from time to time that their people 
preserve the snirit of resistance? Let them take arms.” Thomas Jefferson, Letter to 
W. S. Smith, Nov. 13. 1787. “An oppressed people are authorized whenever they can to 
rise and break their fetters.””. Henry Clay, Speech in the House of Representatives, March 
#. 1818. “Any people anywhere, being inclined and having the power, have the right to 
rise np and shake off the existing government and form a new one that suits them better.” 
Abraham Licoln, Speech in the House of Representatives, 1848. “All men recognize the 
richt of revolution : that is. the right to refuse allegiance to. and to resist, the government 
when its tvranny or its inefficiency are great and unendurable.”’ H. D. Thoreau, An Essay 
on Civil Disobedience, 1849. “This country, with its institutions, belongs to the people 
who inhabit it. Whenever they shall grow weary of the existing government they ean 
exercise their constitutional right of amending it, or their revolutionary right to dismember 
or overthrow it.””. Abraham Lincoln, Inaugural Address, March 4, 1861. ‘‘Whenever the 
ends of government are nerverted. and public libertv manifestly endangered, and all other 
means of redress are ineffectual, the people may, and of a right ought to reform the old, or 
establish a new government: the doctrine of non-resistance against arbitrary power and 
oppression is absurd, slavish and destructive of the good and happiness of mankind.” 
Declaration of Rights of Maryland, 1867. “The right of revolution is an inherent one 
When people are oppressed by their government, it is a natural right they enjoy to relieve 
themselves of the oppression, if they are strong enough, either by withdrawal from it, or by 
overthrowing it and substituting a government more acceptable.’ U. S. Grant, Personal 
Memoirs, T, 1885. 

Quotations of similar statements conld be multiplied indefinitely. Of course, these quota- 
tions are out of their context and out of their times. And despite their abstract theories 
about revolt, it should also be noted that Adams, Jefferson, Lincoln and Grant were un- 
compromising in putting down any show of rebellion toward the Government they headed. 

The revolutionary origin of our own Government has inclined Americans to value revolu- 
tion as a means to liberty and loosely to think that all revolntionists are liberals. The fact 
is however, that violent revolutions are rare which do more in the long run than to over- 
throw one tyranny to make way for another. The cvele from revolt to reaction has taken 
less than a seore of bloody yvears in the great revolutions. The Puritan Commonwealth 
under Cromwell led bnt to the Restoration: the French by revolution escaped from the 
reign of Louis & VI to the dictatorship of Napoleon: the Russians overthrew the Czar 
and won the dictotorshin of Lenin and Stalin: the Germans deposed the Kaiser and fell 
victims of a dictatorship by Hitler. I am convinced that force and violence do not 
serve the cause of liberty as well as nonviolence. See Fischer. Gandi and Stalin, passim 

tut the sentiments T have quoted have strong appeal to the impetuous and are deeply 
imbedded in American tradition 
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our own Revolution was justified? Or may they think, provided they reach 
only one conclusion—and that the opposite of Mr. Jefferson's? 

While the Governments, State and Federal, have expansive powers to curtail 
action, and some small powers to curtail speech or writing, I think neither has 
any power, or any pretext, directly or indirectly to attempt foreclosure of any 
line of thought. Our forefathers found the evils of free thinking more to be 
endured than the evils of inquest or suppression. They gave the status of 
almost absolute individual rights to the outward means of expressing belief. I 
cannot believe that they left open a way for legislation to embarrass or impede 
the mere intellectual processes by which those expressions of belief are examined 
and formulated. This is not only because individual thinking presents no danger 
to society, but because thoughtful, bold and independent minds are essential to 
wise and considered self-government 

Progress generally begins in skepticism about accepted truths. Intellectual 
freedom means the right to re-examine much that has been long taken for granted 
\ free man must be a reasoning man, and he must dare to doubt what a legislatiy 
or electoral majority may most passionately assert. The danger that citizens will 
think wrongly is serious, but less dangerous than atrophy from not thinking at 
all Our Constitution relies on our electorate’s complete ideological freedom to 
nourish independent and responsible intelligence and preserve our democracy 
from that submissiveness, timidity and herd-mindedness of the masses which 
would foster a tyranny of mediocrity. The priceless heritage of our society is 
the unrestricted constitutional right of each member to think as he will. Thought 
control is a copyright of totalitarianism, and we have no claim to it. It is not the 
function of our Government to keep the citizen from falling into error: it is the 
function of the citizen to keep the Government from falling into error. We 
could justify any censorship only when the censors are better shielded against 
error than the censored. 

The idea that a Constitution should protect individual nonconformity is essen 
tially American and is the last thing in the world that Communists will tolerate 
Nothing exceeds the bitterness of their demands for freedom for themselves in 
this country except the bitterness of their tolerance of freedom for others where 
they are in power.” An exaction of some profession of belief or nonbelief is 
precisely what the Communists would enact—each individual must adopt the 
ideas that are common to the ruling group. Their whole philosophy is to mini 
mize man as an individual and to increase the power of man acting in the mass 
If any single characteristic distinguishes our democracy from Communism it is 
our recognition of the individual as a personality rather than as a soulless part 
in the jigsaw puzzle that is the collectivist state. 

I adhere to views I have heretofore expressed, whether the Court agreed, West 
Virginia Board of Education v. Barnette, 319 U.S, 624, or disagreed, see dissent 
ing opinion in Ballard yv. United States, 322 U. S. 78, 92, that 





our Constitution 
excludes both general and local governments from the realm of opinions and 
ideas, beliefs and doubts, heresy and orthodoxy, political, religious or scientific 
The right to speak out, or to publish, also is protected when it does not clearly 
and presently threaten some injury to society which the Government has a right 
to protect. Separate opinion, Thomas y. Collins, 328 U. 8S. 516. But I have 
protested the degradation of these constitutional liberties to immunize and 
approve mob movements, whether those mobs be religious or political, radical 
or conservative, liberal or illiberal, Douglas vy. City of Jeanette, 319 U.S. 157; 
Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U. 8. 1, 18, or to authorize pressure groups to use 
amplifying devices to drown out the natural voice and destroy the peace of other 
individuals, Saia v. People of New York, 3834 U. S. 558; Kovacs vy. Cooper, 336 
U.S. 77. And I have pointed out that men cannot enjoy their right to personal 
freedom if fanatical masses, whatever their mission, can strangle individual 
thoughts and invade personal privacy. Martin v. Struthers, 319 U. S. 141, dissent 
at 166. A eatalogue of rights was placed in our Constitution, in my view, to 
protect the individual in his individuality, and neither statutes which put those 
rights at the mercy of officials nor judicial decisions which put them at the 
merey of the mob are consistent with its text or its spirit 


"Prime Minister Atlee recently stated: “T constantly get hypocritical resolutions pro 
testing against alleged infringements of freedom in this country T get protests because 
we keen out from nlaces where secret work is carried n people who cannot be trusted 
This from Communists who know that their fellows in Communist countries carry on a 
constant purge and ruthlessly remove from office anvone who shows the slightest sign of 
deviating from what their rulers consider to be orthodoxy It is sickening hypocrisy.” 
London Times, July 6, 1949 
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I think that under our system, it is time enough for the law to lay hold of the 
citizen when he acts illegally, or in some rare circumstances when his thoughts 
are given illegal utterance. I think we must let his mind alone.** 


ay. 


The task of this Court to maintain a balance between liberty and authority 
is never done, because new conditions today upset the equilibriums of yesterday. 
The seesaw between freedom and power makes up most of the history of govern- 
ments, Which, as Bryce points out, on a long view consists of repeating a painful 
cycle from anarchy to tyranny and back again. The Court’s day-to-day task is 
to reject as false, claims in the name of civil liberty which, if granted, would 
paralyze or impair authority to defend existence of our society, and to reject as 
false claims in the name of security which would undermine our freedoms and 
open the way to oppression. These are the competing considerations involved 
in judging any measures which government may take to suppress or disadvan- 
tage its opponents and critics 

I conclude that today’s task can only be discharged by holding that all parts 
of this oath which require disclosure of overts acts of affiliation or membership 
in the Communist Party is within the competence of Congress to enact and that 
any parts of it that call for a disclosure of belief unconnected with any overt 
act is beyond its power 

Mr. Just! BLACK, dissenting. 

W» have said that “Freedom to think is absolute of its own nature; the most 


tyrannical government is powerless to control the inward workings of the mind.” ? 


But people can be, and in less democratic countries have been, made to suffer 
their admitted or conjectured thoughts. Blackstone recalls that Dionysius 


“recorded to have executed a subject barely for dreaming that he had killed 


him; wh was held sufficient proof that he had thought thereof in his waking 
hours. Such a result, while too barbaric to be tolerated in our nation, is not 
illogical if a government can tamper in the realm of thought and penalize 
“belief” on the ground that it might lead to illegal conduct. Individual freedom 
and governmental thought-probing cannot live togethe) \s the Court admits 
even today, under the First Amendment “Beliefs are inviolate.’ 

Today's decision rejects that fundamental principle. The Court admits, as it 


at the “proscriptions” of §9 (h) of the Taft-Hartley Act rest on “beliefs 
nd political affiliations,” and that “Congress has undeniably discouraged the 
vful exercise of political freedoms” which are “protected by the First 
Amendment.” These inescapable facts should compel a holding that § 9 (h) 
conflicts with the First Amendment. 
Crucial to the Court’s contrary holding is the premise that congressional power 
to regulate trade and traffic includes power to proscribe “beliefs and political 
affiliations.” No case cited by the Court provides the lenst vestige of support 
‘or thus holding that the Conimerce Clause restricts the right to think. On the 
coutrary, the First Amendment was added after adoption of the Constitution 
or the express purpose of barring Congress from using previously granted powers 
‘idge belief or its expression. Freedom to think is inevitably abridged 
When beliefs are penalized by imposition of civil dis: 





ites. 








since $9 (h) was passed to exclude certain beliefs from one arena of the 
hational economy, it was quite natural to utilize the test oath as a weapon. 
History attests the efficacy of that instrument for inflicting penalties and dis 
bilities on obnoxions minorities It was one of the major devices used against 
the Huguenots in France, and against “heretics” during the Spanish Inquisition. 
It helped English rulers identify and outlaw Catholics, Quakers, Baptists, and 


The Court appears to recognize and compound the constitutional weakness of this 





statute and, to save this part of the oath from uneonstitutionality, declines to read the 
text “‘ver literally.” It renders he Aet to eall for disclaimer cf belief in forcible over 
hrow ] an objective but not as a prophecy, And furthermore, one is allowed to be- 
lieve in forcible overthrow, even as an objective, so long as the belief does not relate to 
the G rnment “as it now exists.” T think we do not make an Act constitutional by 
making it 1 e but only compound its invalidity. Cf. Winters v. New York, 8333 U0. S. 507. 
This conelusi-n, if it prevailed, would require decision of the effect of partial invalidity 
on the whole and the applicability of the severabilitv clause As it does not prevail, dis 
eussion of the question would be academic 
1Tissenting opinion in Jones v. Opelika, 316 U. S. 584, 618. adopted as the Court's 
opin in 3219 UT. S. 102 See also Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U. S. 296, 303. 


4 Blackst: ne, Commentaries 79 (6th ed. Dublin 1775). 
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Congregationalists—groups considered dangerous for political as well as religious 
rensons, And wherever the test oath was in vogue, spies and informers found 
rewards far more tempting than truth. Painful awareness of the evils of 
theught espionage made such oaths “an abomination to the founders of this 
nation,” Ju re Summers, 825 U.S. 561, 576, dissenting opinion. Whether relig 
jous, political, or both, test oaths are implacable foes of free thought j 
approving their imposition, this Court has injected compromise into a field where 
the First Amendment forbids compromise 

The Court assures us that today’s encroachment on liberty is Just a small one 
that this particular statutory provision “touches only a handful of persons, 
leaving the great majority of persons of the identified affiliations and be iefs 





completely free from restraint But not the least f the virtues of the First 
mendment is its protection of each member of the smallest and most unorthod 
minority. Centuries of experience testify that laws uimed at one political or 


religious group, however rational these laws may be in their beginnings, generate 
hatreds and prejudices which rapidly spread beyond control. Too often it is 
fear Which inspires such passions, and nothing is more reckless or conta 
In the resulting hysteria, popular indignation tars with the same brusb all those 
who have ever been associated with any member of the group under attack « 
who hold a view which, though supported by revered Americans as essential to 
democracy, has been adopted by that group for its own purposes 

Under such circumstances, restrictions imposed on proscribed groups are 
seldom static” even though the rate of expansion may not move in geometric 
progression irom discrimination to arm-band to ghetto and Worst Thus | 
cannot regard the Court’s holding as one which merely bars Communists from 
holding union office and nothing more. For its reasoning would apply just as 
forcibly to statutes barring Communists and their suspected sympathiz¢rs from 
election to political office, mere membership in unions, and in fact from getting 
or holding any jobs whereby they could earn a living 

The Court finds comfort in its assurance that we need not fear too much 
legislative restriction of political belief or association “while this Court sits.” 
That expression, while felicitous, has no validity in this particular constitutional 
field. For it springs from the assumption that individual mental freedom can 
be constitutionally abridged whenever any majority of this Court finds a satis 


he increasing restrictions and punishment imposed on these groups are shown by the 
following examples. In 1558 Parliament prescribed an oath, which no conscientious 
Catholic could take, for all judges, ecclesiastical ministers, those receiving pay trom the 


Queen and those taking university degrees; four years later the oath was extended t 








schoolmasters, lawyers, sheriffs, and court officers In 1593 all Pre stants were required 
to attend Anglican services and forbidden to hold nonconformist religions meetings. And 
Catholics convicted of failing to attend Anglican service regularly were re t to 


ithin five miles of their dwellings. In 1609 such Catholies were barred even from serving 
as executors, guardians, physicians, or apothecaries, and their right to prosecute suits in 
court was practically abolished t was also made treason to be converted or convert any 
one else to Catholicism Between 1661 and 1677, Parliament outlawed attendance at any 
non-Anglican religious services, and required those holding civil, military, or municiy 
office to subscribe to an oath which effectively barred Catholics and non-Anglican Pro 
tants Punishment for violations of these and the many similar statutes ranged from 
and imprisonment to exile and death See, e. g., 1 Eliz. c. 1; 5 Eliz c.1; 35 E oe. 
3 Jac. I cc. 4, 5; 7 Jac. I ce, 2, 6; 138 Car. II Stat. 2, c. 1; 18 & 14 Car. Il ce. 1, 4, 33; 22 
Car. II c. 1; 25 Car. II ce. 2: 30 Car. IT Stat. 2 

As f r the political motivations and objectives of these statutes, see, e. g., the declaration 
of purpose in 85 Eliz. ¢. 2, quoted in note 7 infra 

‘Under the Stuart monarchs in FEingiand it was standard practice to give an informer 
one-third of the fines collected from his victim Er. ¢g., 3 Jac, le. & And a few were suf 
ficiently daring and unscrupulous to obtain the more satisfying reward of fame A no 
torious example tcok place in England during the reign of Charles II 

The political atmosphere was clectric . Thus it is not strange that when Titus 

Oates, an Anglican clergyman who had been reconciled the year before to Rome, came 
forward in August, 1678, to denounce a vast Jesuit conspiracy against the King's life and 
the Protestant religion, his tale of wild lies met with a degree of credence that later ages 























would perhaps have refused to it. ... The Pope, he declared, had commanded, and the 
Jesuits undertaken, a conquest of the kingdom In all the arrangements he had 
been, he said, a trusted emissary. . . Over a hundred conspirators, mostly Jesuits, were 
mentioned by name. ... Oates was examined at the Council Board. The King caught 
him lying, but the extent and gravity of his charges demanded investigation ; In one 
important point Oates’ story was confirmed. ... There was no ‘plot’ in Oates’ sense: 
but there was quite enough of plotting to cost men their heads under the English law of 
treason * § Cambridge Modern History 220-221. 


See note 3 supra, And see the comment on such legislation in 2 Hallam, The Constitu 
tional History of England 473 (London, 1829): “It is the natural consequence of restric 
tive laws to aggravate the disaffection which has served as their pretext : and thus to create 
a necessity for a legislature that will not retrace its steps, to pass still onward in the 
course of severity.” 
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factory legislative reason. Never before has this Court held that the Govern- 
ment could for any reason attaint persons for their political beliefs or affilia- 
tions. It does so today. 

Today the “political affiliation” happens to be the Communist Party: testi- 
mony of an ex-Communist that some Communist union officers had called “po- 
litical strikes” is held sufficient to uphold a law coercing union members not to 
elect any Communist as an officer. Under this reasoning, affiliations with other 
political parties could be proscribed just as validly. Of course there is no prac- 
tical possibility that either major political party would turn this weapon on 
the other, even though members of one party were accused of “political lockouts” 
a few vears ago and members of the other are now charged with fostering a 
“welfare state” alien to our system. But with minor parties the possibility is 
not wholly fanciful. One, for instance, advocates socialism:” another allegedly 
follows the Communist “line”; still another is repeatedly charged with a desire 
and purpose to deprive Negroes of equal job opportunities. Under today's opin 
ion Congress could validivy bar all members of these parties from officership in 
unions or industrial corportions; the only showing required would be testimony 
that some members in such positions had, by attempts to further their party’s 
purposes, unjustifiably fostered industrial strife which hampered interstate 
commerce, 

It is indicated, although the opinion is not thus limited and is based on threats 
to commerce rather than to national security, that members of the Communist 
Party or its “affiliates” can be individually attained without danger to others 
because there is some evidence that as a group they act in obedience to the com- 


mands of a foreign power. This was the precise reason given in Sixteenth- 
Century England for attaining all Catholics unless they subscribed to test oaths 
wholly incompatible with their religion.’ Yet in the hour of crisis, an over- 


whelming majority of the English Catholics thus perseeuted rallied loyally to 
defend their homeland against Spain and its Catholie troops.” And in our own 
eountry Jefferson and his followers were earnestly accused of subversive alle- 
giance to France.” At the time, imposition of civil disability on all members of 
his political party must have seemed at least as desirable as does §9 (h) today. 
Kor at stake, so many believed, was the survival of a newly-founded nation, not 
merely a few potential interruptions of Commerce by strikes “political” rather 
than economic in origin. 

These experiences underline the wisdom of the basic constitutional precept 
that penalties should be imposed only for a person’s own conduct, not for his be- 
liefs or for the conduct of others with whom he may associate. Guilt should not 
be imputed solely from association or affiliation with political parties or any 
other organization, however much we abhor the ideas which they advocate. 


Schneiderman v. United States, 320 U. S. 118, 136-139." Like anyone else, indi- 
Proscriptions based on affiliation with the Socialist Party are not unprecedented. In 
1920 the New York Assembly, upon allegations that the party was disloyal, suspended five 


legislators elected on the Socialist ticket The vigorous protests ef a Bar Association com 
mittee headed by Charles Evans Hughes, later Chief Justice of this Court, were of no 
ail See John Lord O'Brian, Loyalty Tests and Guilt by Association, 61 Harv. L. 
Re 592, 593. 

35 Eliz. ¢. 2, for example, was aimed at “sundry wicked and seditious Persons, who 
ing themselves Catholicks, and being indeed Spies and Intelligenecers, . . . and hiding 
their most destable and devilish Purposes under a false Pretext of Religion and Conscience, 
do secretly wander and shift from Place to Place within this Realm, to corrupt and seduce 
her Majesty's Subjects, and to stir them to Sedition and Rebellion.” 

* As is evidenced by the statute qu ted in note 7 supra, the test oaths, the drastic re- 
trictions and the punishment imposed on Catholies were “based on the assumption that 
il Catholies were politically hostile to the Queen, and were at one with Allen and the 

Jesuits in seeking her deposition and the conquest of the country by Spain. The patriotic 
action of the Catholics at home through the crisis of the Spanish Armada proved the weak- 
ness of this assumption. In the hour of peril the English Catholics placed loyalty to their 
Queen and country before all other considerations. . .. The injustice of imputing treach- 
ery to the whole Catholic population was proved beyond question.” 8 Cambridge Modern 
History 

*Castigating Jefferson and his followers as “jacobins,’ a “French faction” guilty of 
“subversion,” Fisher Ames warned: ‘(T)he jacobins have at last made their own discipline 
perfect: they are trained, officered, regimented and formed to subordination, in a manner 
that our militia have never yet equalled .. (A)nd it is as certain as any future event 

can be, that they will take arms against the laws as soon as they dare. ” Ames, 
Laocoon, printed in Works of Fisher Ames 94, 101, 106 (Boston, 1809), 

™ And see. e. g., John Lord O'Brian, Loyalty Tests and Guilt by Association, 61 Harv. L. 

Rev. 592. That article quotes the following from a Memorial submitted to the New York 
Assembly by a special committee of the Bar Association of the City of New York pr testing 
the suspension of five Socialist legislators: “it is of the essence of the institutions of 
liberty that it be reeognized that guilt is personal and cannot be attributed to the holding 
of opinion or to mere intent in the absence of overt acts " O Brian points out that 
this Memorial was “largely written by’ Charles Evans Hughes. Jd. at 594. 


tery 
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vidual Communists who commit overt acts in violation of valid laws can and 
should be punished. But the postulate of the First Amendment is that our free 
institutions can be maintained without proscribing or penalizing political belief, 
speech, press, assembly, or party affiliation.” This is a far bolder philosophy 
than despotic rulers can afford to follow. It is the heart of the system on which 
our freedom depends. 

Fears of alien ideologies have frequently agitated the nation and inspired 
egislation aimed at suppressing advocacy of those ideologies.” At such times the 
fog of public excitement obscures the ancient landmarks set up in our Bill o 
Rights. Yet then, of all times, should this Court adhere most closely to the 
course they mark. This was done in DeJonge v. Oregon, 299 U.S. 353, 365, where 
the Court struck down a state statute making it a crime to participate in a meet 
ing conducted by Communists. It had been stipulated that the Communist Part 
advocated violent overthrow of the Government. Speaking through Chief Just 
Hughes, a unanimous Court calmly announced time-honored principles that 
hould govern this Court today: “The greater the importance of safeguardil 
the community from incitements to the overthrow of our institutions by force 
und violence, the more imperative is the need to preserve inviolate the const 

tional rights of free speech, free press and free assembly in order to maintain 
he opportunity for free political discussion, to the end that government may be 
responsive to the will of the people and that changes, if desired, may be obtaine 
by peaceful means. Therein lies the security of the Republic, the very foundation 

nstitutional government.” 

Senator Humpurzty. We are not interested in finding out is this 
man a Communist. or is that man a Communist—we are deali £¥ 


1 


primarily with the problem of the menace to the national security 
from an organization that may be Communist dominated. The li 
ing of an organization may result in what Mr. Small so well pointed 
out this morning, that the vast majority of the members of such an 
organization may be loyal, conscientious, devoted, patriotic Ameri 

citizens, and they find themselves in a situation where if they work 
for a particular plant, they are a member of this particular union. 
To list them might have the effect or would have the effect of putting 
a stigma upon them as individuals because of the necessity of belong 
ing to a particular union that is a bargaining representative, let us 
say, for example, under a union shop agreement in a particular plant. 

Mr. Suroyer. Do you think that union would stay as the bargain- 
ing agent fora long time if it was on the list? It seems to me that the 
employees would vote it out. 

Mr. Canavan. Executive Order 9835, the authority for the At- 
torney General’s list, pertains to Government employees. 

Mr. Suroyrer. We have a Government employees’ union which has 
heen kicked out of the CIO. 

Mr. Canavan. Yes. 

Mr. Suroyer. I think the Department should answer the question: 
What consideration has been given with respect to placing—now lim- 
ited to one union for the present purposes which does include public 
employees, UPW—to placing that union on the Attorney General’s list. 


“If there be any among us who would wish to dissolve this Union, or to change its 
publican form, let them stand, undisturbed, as monuments of the safety with which error 


of opinion may be tolerated where reason is left free to combat it I know, indeed, that 
yme honest men fear that a republican government cannot be strong; that this Govern 
ent is not strong enough But would the honest patriot. in the full tide of successful 


experiment abandon a Government which has so far kept us free and firm, on the theoretic 
ind visionary fear that this Government. the world’s best hone, may, by possibility, want 
energy to preserve itself?” Thomas Jefferson, First Inaugural Address. March 4, 1801 
This address, along with other writings on freedoms guaranteed bv the First Amendment 
is reprinted in Jones, Primer of Intellectual Freedom 142 (Harvard University Press. 1949) 

For discussion of early American models, the Alien and Sedition Acts, see Bowers, 
Jefferson and Hamilton, 1925, c. XVI, “Hysterics.” and ec. XVII, “The Reign of Terror”: 
1 Morison, Life of Otis, e. VITI, “A Svstem of Terror.” 
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Mr, Barpasn. I think there are certain statutes which prevent pay- 
ing salaries to those people. 

Senator Humpurey. What are those statutes? 

Mr. Barsasu. I think in the appropriations legislation it is illegal 
to use the money to pay workers who are members of an organization— 
I do not remember the precise formulation. 

Mr. Surorer. I do not think it became a matter of law. 

Mr. Barsasu. We will have to check. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Baldridge, do you have anything further 
to say ¢ 

Mr. Barprmcr. No: I do not. I might add in connection with 
Mr. Shroyer’s question that the question of the sufficiency of the list- 
ing of organizations on the Attorney General’s list is still in litigation. 
The case has been to the Supreme Court once and they held that a 
mere listing is not sufficient to comply with the due process of law 
provisions of the Constitution. The cases have been remanded. 

Mr. Suroyer. Mr. Small gave us the reference to that case in his 
testimony. 

Mr. Bavpriper. Yes. The cases are back in district court now for 
further proceedings. I think today as a matter of fact hearings are 
being held here on the question as to whether an aflidavit by the 
Attor ney General stating in general the reasons for listing an organi- 
zation on the Attorney General’s list is suflicient to comply with the 
majority decision opinion with respect to due process of law. 

Mr. Suroyer. Do you think there would be the same problem with 
respect to listing by this Subversive Activities Control Board of having 
to have a hearing first / 

Mr. Bavpripvce. I think this present rehearing, which probably will 
be appealed, will go pretty far toward answering that question. 

Senator Humpnrey. We again have the problem of a procedure 
which does not guarantee due process by court procedure, but sub 
stitutes an administrative procedure. That is what you really are 
faced with here. The listing is an administrative action. 

Mr. Bavpriner. That is correct. 

Senator Humpnrey. It is an easy, quick way. The question, how- 
ever, before the courts is whether or not this meets the requirements, 
the constitutional requirements of due process of law. Again it gets 
back to the point I made a while ago, the danger which is implicit in 
setting aside the constitutional legal protections and procedures estab- 
lished throughout the years, even though they may be slow, even 
though they may be filled with all sorts of cheeks and double checks, 
as contrasted with the quick procedure of administrative action. Of 
course, administrative action is subject to the law, too. 

Now, Mr. Baldridge, do you have any further statements that you 
want to make on this whole problem ? 

May I suggest that the Justice Department has a great respon- 
sibility in this field. We need the benefit not only of your technical 
knowledge; we can get the technical knowledge from the statute even 
though we appreciate your recommendations along technical lines. We 
would like your general consideration of the problem as the Depart- 
ment of Justice sees it. This is an area that has not been properly 
explored, may I say. We are venturing upon a field which has been 
talked about a great deal. There have been all kinds of investigations. 
But I do not think we have really come to grips with the impact of 
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the problem and how we handle it. Whatever the Justice Department 
ean supply in terms of its over-all observations will be most helpful 
to this subcommittee. 

Mr. Bactpripce. We are aware, Mr. Chairman, not only of the im 


portance of the problem, but of our responsibility in connection with 


it. Of course, being a prosecuting agency, we deal exclusively with 
ses brought under existing statutes, However, our experience in 
onnection with the bringing of such cases to trial and carrvinge them 


on to ultimate final court decision may from time to time proy idle 
with information that might be of assistance to this committee, in 
solving the problem you have set out to solve in connection with these 
hearings. If and when such experience develops, Iam quite sure that 
the Attorney General will not only be willing, but will want to mak 
tilable to this committee whatever our experience madicates 
Senator Humpnurey. A department that has within it power to 


GrOUDS and oreval izations wis subversive also ! tl dd partl | wh t 
oes More than work 11) il technical legal held It hhitist have () t 
ph losoph eal ] idg@ments. It must have some general ce yrrehensi 
of the nature of the problem. I do not think that we cei prop 
ipproach this pre blem by just sugoeesting al white 
That May be a facet of it. [t mary be part if the overall direectio 
which we should move. But IT think it is much more plicated 
than that. I do not have the tl ver, | ny fran! f 1 | 
| am just seeking from the Government of the United States and 
responsible officials euidanee and direction for our delib tie 
So may I suggest that you take back to your associates the concer 
at least of the chairman ¢ f this committee for furt r orl 
for further direction, counsel, and guidance. The Justice Department 
ilso an advisory body, as well a prosecutor, I recognize that 
ulvice is primarily to the executive. But the executive will not be 
ealled upon to do much unless the Congress give mie dl 
e of direction st retion So | 
the Justice Department ¢ rit e Col ( | ition of p 
part of the Gover hie I lool po t| i rt o 
Crovernment. I would like to get the adv eof th a I 1) yitiyie 
tO how we hoi lel pre ent this. not o1 \ hn ter) t { 


oan eXisting statute or a new statute. 

Mr. B ALDRIDGE. We will be olad to olve Vou any a is W Ave. 

Senator Humrurey. Are there any further copies of ' 

Mr. Oktumann. Tam sorry I do not have copies available now, but 
[ will be glad to furnish them. 

Senator Humrrrey. We have it in the record, do we not ? 

Mr. OrcuHMann. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. That is sufficient, then. 

If there ure no further witnesses, we will co 1c] ule this mornin 
hearings, and we will feel at liberty at any time to call you if we need 
you. . 

Mr. Baroriner. Thank you. We shall be glad to cooperate with you 


(At 12 o'clock noon a recess was taken until Tuesday. Marel 1S. 
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COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND 
NATIONAL SECURITY 


TUESDAY, MARCH 18, 1952 


UNtrep STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
LABor AND Puspric WELFARE. 
Wash ington, me. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the old 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey and Lehman. 

Present also: Jack Barbash, staff director: Merton C. Bernstein, 
counsel; Max M. Kampelman, legislative counsel to Senator 
Humphrey ; Thomas Shrover, profess onal staff member. 

Senator Humpnrey. The committee will come to order. May I 
state for the record that Senator Lehman spoke to me this morning, 
and stated that he would have to attend the full Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, and would possibly be in later, but could not be 
here at the moment. We expect other members of the subcommittee 
to be with us very shortly. 

Mr. Herzog, first of all, may I thank you for coming before the sub 
committee. I do not know whether you had the opportunity of seeing 
the opening statement which the chairman of the subcommittee made 
aus of veste rday as to the purposes of these hearings, and the nature of 
our study and in vestigation. I think it can be summarized by saying 
that we have no preconceived answers or conclusions. This is a hear 
ng in the best sense. I trust. name ly. to seek information and from 
that information to arrive at some conclusions or judgments. I stated 
what l considered to be the specific proposals or objectives oft the 
subcommittee, and some of the basic questions that the subcommittee 
cught to be asking, such as, “Is a Communist led union a substantial 
hazard to national security. and above the security hazard raised by 
the individual Communist #” Or another way of putting it is to ask 
f we have taken adequate steps through our security and intelligence 
machinery to protect. our defense establishment from sabotage. If 
Communists are in control of a particular labor organization, should 
we differentiate between the individual action of a member, and the 
collective action of an organization ?¢ 


STATEMENT OF PAUL M. HERZOG, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL LABOR 
RELATIONS BOARD 


Mr. Herzog. Mr. Chairman, I did have the privilege of reading 
your opening statement last night. 


sSQ 











O90 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


Senator Humpnrey. That is fine. 

Mr. Herzog. It leads me only to wonder whether the first page or 
so of our statement is not simply a restatement of the issue in far less 
happy terms than you have already stated it yourself. I think you 
will find the first page rather boring, so I will read it as fast as I can. 

Senator Humpnurey. I am sure it will not be boring if it comes from 
you, Mr. Herzog. It will be enlightening. I think it would be best 
if we let you proceed and finish your statement, and then at the end 
we shall have any interrogation that may be on our minds, 

Mr. Herzoe. I will be happy to do it either way, Mr. Chairman. 1 
think I can read it in 10 minutes, and assume copies are available for 
all members of the subcommittee. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. 

Mr. Herzog. This statement, Mr. Chairman, is the statement of 
the four present members of the National Labor Relations Board. I 
believe that the General Counsel will have separate observations of 
his own, although I imagine they will coincide in large measure with 
ours. 

When the time comes for me to attempt to answer questions, there is 
a ge nuine chance that my answers will only be the individual answers 
of the Chairman of the Board, although I hope that those answers will 
most freqeuntly coincide with those which my three colleagues would 
have made if vou had asked them. I cannot guarantee that the 
answers to questions will be the answers of the full Board. The state- 
ment, however, is the Board’s statement. 

The members of the National Labor Relations Board appear here, 
through their Chairman, to offer whatever assistance they can to this 
subcommittee’s persevering effort to find an answer to a question 
which seems so often to defy solution. We assume that the basic 
question is how, if at all, the Government can further thwart, and if 
possible deal a death blow to, asserted Communist domination of cer- 
tain labor organizations, without using means which would endanger 
the traditional civil liberties of Americans or impair the congressional 
policy of encouraging collective bargaining through representatives 
of employees’ own choosing. 

We can all agree that this purpose is highly desirable, and in these 
times of defense emergency essential. Nevertheless, there is no 
perfect answer to the question that you have posed; sometimes we 
wonder whether there can even be a very good one. Yet, it remains 
the duty of government, which can never be perfectionist, to find the 
best answer available in 1952. We are all engaged in the never- 
ending, because never-successful, quest for some legal formula that 
will secure an existing order against revolutionary radicalism. There 
are fundamental constitutional and Jegal problems involved, and 
difficult administrative ones as well, On this particular issue, there is 
little assurance that either Seylla or Charybdis can be avoided even if 
the course selected is a mide lle one, 

Of course, it is for the Congress, and not this Board, to chart that 
course. Then, as administrators of your chosen policy, we will fol- 
low it as best we can. We believe that we can be most useful here 
today by outlining what the Board has already done, or striven to do, 
to solve the problems arising under the policy ‘adopted by Congress in 
1947. From that you may discover whether that policy requires 
change, and if so, in what direction. 
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The Labor-Management Relations Act provides in essence, by sec- 
tion 9 (h), that the facilities of the NLRB shall only be avail: ible to 
labor organizations whose officers have filed certain non-Communist 
affidavits. Whatever the difficulties of this arrangement, it at least 
has spared the Board the intolerable and delaying administrative bur- 
den which would have been imposed under an earlier legislative pro- 
posal; that of having the Board itself determine, as part of every 
representation proceeding where the issue was raised, whether or not 

. particular labor organization had Communists among its officers. 
HL ad this provision been enacted into law, the Board would have been 
inundated with litigation on an issue concerning which proof is singu- 
larly difficult to obtain, to the detriment of speedy disposal of cases 
which ery out for early employee recourse to the ballot box. 

Instead, Congress imposed an obligation on labor union “officers”— 
without defining them in the statute—to take the affirmative step of 
foreswearing C ommunist affiliation. The theory evidently was that 
if these officers’ refusal to sign affidavits deprived their constituents 
of all the Board’s facilities, the spotlighting of that refusal would soon 
generate pressure from below to remove them from office. It was ap- 
parent from the outset that the NLRB’s sole function was to make cer- 
tain that the necessary persons filed these affidavits, and that, once 
they had done so pursuant to the rules we adopted, we were to process 
their cases without inquiring into the truth or falsity of the affidavits 
themselves. Where such an issue arose, the Boards’ statutory duty 
was only to refer the affidavit to the Department of Justice for in- 
vestigation and possible prosecution for perjury under the Criminal 
Code. We have made 55 such referrals since 1947. 

The subcommittee should know that even this limited function has 
imposed a substantial administrative responsibility on the Board, one 
which we are nevertheless ready to continue to assume if Congress con- 
siders it to be in the public interest. On July 1, 1951, after 4 years’ 
operation under the Labor-Management Relations Act, 26,000 local 
and international labor organizations had 232,000 individual affidavits 
on file in the Board’s offices. ‘These must be refiled and reexamined 
annually. Handling these non-Communist affidavits has cost the Gov- 
ernment approximately $1,000,000 since 1947. 

I can give you a breakdown of those figures later, Mr. Chairman 
if you happen to desire them. 

Senator Humpurey. Very well. 

Mr. Herzoc. Of course, the principal problems presented to the 
Board under section 9 (h) have not been of an administrative char- 
acter. More time-consuming—and admittedly more interesting—at 
the policy-making levels of the agency, have been the m: iny problems 
we are called upon to solve in applyi ing the law to individual cases. 
Although the Board’s administrative determination of the actual fact 
of compliance is not litigable, the incredibly varied consequences of 
noncompliance, by different parties at different stages of Board pro- 
ceedings, have brought forth a multitude ‘of contested issues and de- 
cisions. The process began on August 22, 1947, and it is still going 
on. A new set of problems were oak by the Highh ind Park de- 
cision, and the enactment of the weleome Public Law 189: the ‘vy have 
required many new decisions during the present fiscal year. The 
principles we have established are set forth in detail in the statement 
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already submitted, and are also recited at appropriate places in the 
Board's annual reports. 

There is neither need nor time to burden today’s record with a sum- 
mary of these decisions on the issue of compliance. Suffice it to say 
that the NLRB has endeavored, from the outset, to do its utmost to 
carry out the command of Congress that noncomplying unions be 
denied the use of Board facilities. It is not for us to judge whether 
we have succeeded in that endeavor. We point out only that, as time 
went on and the Board’s decisions became better known, more and 
more labor organizations found noncompliance so costly that all but 
a handful soon thought it necessary to comply, one way or another, 
with the filing provisions of the amended act. 

This does not mean that evasion has not occasionally been at- 
tempted, or that unions alleged by some still to be Communist-domi- 
nated have not found means to comply, while others—not at all sus- 
pect—have preferred to forego the benefits of the act rather than file 
affidavits. Where evasion has been attempted, as by “fronting” 
through individuals and complying organizations, or by eliminating 
constitutional offices and shifting officers, the Board has done every- 
thing within its own power to deny the evaders the fruits of their 
conduct. I call your attention to the specific material contained in 
footnote 6, which reads as follows: 

See the many cases cited in the published joint statement and reply to 
the questionnaire (pp. 4-9) and in the Board’s annual reports. 

In 1950, the Board amended section 102.13 (2) of its rules and regu- 
lations to permit it to look behind unions’ constitutional definitions of 
“officers,” where there was cause to believe that omissions were made 
in order to circumvent section o (h). 

Note also the Board’s recent Sunbeam decision (98 NLRB No. 98) 
setting aside an earlier certification and bargaining order because it 
was discovered that all persons who were in fact local union “officers” 
had not filed timely non-Communist affidavits. 

Where, however, the issue has gone deeper, and officers have actually 
signed affidavits whose veracity was questioned or questionable. the 
facts were called to the attention of the Department of Justice, as the 
issue is now called to the attention of the Congress. 

During the first 2 years after enactment of section 9 (h), roughly 
until the middle of 1949, attempts at evasion presented the Board with 
no serious practical problem. Unions that could not or would not 
comply did not ordinarily attempt to do so at the outset. Soon, how- 
ever, noncomplying unions, including, to be sure, many not suspected 
of being the victims of Communist domination—found it incre: singly 
difficult to secure ne essary assistance through the NLRB; they could 
not go on the ballot in any Board elections (except pursuant to de- 
certification petitions, where appearance on the ballot normally was 
disadvantageous) ; they could not secure authority to execute lawful 
union-shop agreements: they could obtain no remedy for unfair labor 
practices, ¢ ‘omplyi ing unions thereby secured important competitive 
advantages, as the Congress intended. As the months passed and the 
cost of noncompliance became more apparent, the premium on com- 
pliance increased. 

It was this very fact, desirable in its other aspects, which helped stim- 
ulate some to invent more sophisticated techniques to circumvent the 
purposes of the affidavit section. Coinciding with this development, 
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and probably helping to stimulate it further in late 1949 and in 1950, 
came the action of the CIO in expelling certain unions and the decision 
of the Supreme C ourt upholding the constitutionality of section 9 (h). 
Part of today’s quandary as to the continued effectiveness of section 
9 (h) results from a paradox: These developments, favorable though 
they were to the congressional objectives, themselves precipitated com- 
pliane e with the letter of section 9 (h) by some union leaders allegedly 
dedicated to the overthrow of the very Government whose fac ilities 
they can now use to attain not only bargaining rights but a license of 
respectability. On the other hand, there are no facts available to 
determine whether the adverse publicity often generated by evasive 
techniques has not. continued to aciaen some union members to look 
more closely at the true motives of these leaders. 

It follows that, much as we should like to assist you by providing 
one, no black and white appraisal is possible as to the long-run effec 
tiveness of the non-Communist affidavit section of the present act. 
All in all. we believe that it was more effective at the aan than it is 
today. But it does not automatically follow, because section 9 (h) 
is no longer as effective as it once was or has had some dubious con- 
sequences, that it can be stricken with ease or impunity from the 
statute at this time. It is beyond our province here, testifying as your 
administrators, to comment upon those broader questions of prin- 
ciple—involving loyalty oaths in general—raised by other respond 
ents to your questionnaire, but we do remind the subcommittee that 
mere elimination of section 9 (h) from the statute would have very 
different effects in 1952 than its original nonenactment would have 
had in 1947. A vacuum previously occupied is not the same thing, 
legally or practically, as space which has always been empty. 
The subeommittee must. therefore, consider whether it would be advis 
able to remove section 9 (h) from the statute today, unless something 
better can be found. 

We have examined the interesting new legislative proposals offered 
by others in response to your e: ache questionnaire. Many of a 
avoid the pitfalls of section 9 (h), but they contain pitfalls of thei 
own. It seems likely that they would present administrative difficu 7 
ties equal to those presented, and to some extent now solved, under 
section 9 (h): the problems would simply be of a different character 
and require additional years for resolution. The leading labor or- 

ranizations of the United States have done a vigorous job in cleaning 
en se themselves in recent years. The fact that their task may not yet 
be complete does not compel the conclusion that Government, whose 
success has also only been parti: al, could do it any better just by leg- 
islating some new technique. There is no special virtue in novelty. 
Of course, if someone has a clearly better, and relatively foolproof, 
method, we would be among the first to hail it. But the Board assumes 
that the members of this subcommittee would not want to “do some- 
thing bad, just for the sake of doing something.’ 

The nature of the solution depends largely upon the decision of the 
subcommittee and the Canavan as to the objective of the present 
search. Is it to legislate to eliminate Communist influence from all 
labor organizations in all industries in the United States, no matter 
what the cost in administrative burden or in restriction of employees’ 
present right to make an uninhibited choice of their bargaining rep- 
resentatives? Or is it directed at the narrower, and plainly impera- 
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tive, need of making certain that Communist-dominated unions play 
no role in those sensitive areas of industry essential to the defense 
effort? If it is the latter, all must agree that no method consistent 
with our system of government should be overlooked. It is the 
Board’s impression that the Atomic Energy Commission and the De- 
partment of Defense have already moved far in the right direction. 
This Board has endeavored to assist them all it can, within the limits 
of its statutory authority. 

We doubt, however, whether it would be advisable to modify the 
Board’s existing affirmative authority by conferring upon it, as sug- 
gested by some, the power and responsibility of determining whether a 
particular labor organization is in fact “Communist-dominated.” As 
noted at the outset of this statement, Congress wisely spared the 
NLRB that task in 1947, although it had been imposed in earlier 
versions of that year’s legislation. We believe that it would be a 
mistake to change that approach today. There are two principal 
reasons: First, if this Board is expert in anything, it is in the ares 
of collective bargaining. The field of subversive activities, where 
proof is notoriously difficult to obtain, calls for a different sort of ex- 
pertise and for special investigative techniques, not only unfamiliar 
to our staff but inconsistent with the open-court procedures of a quasi- 
judicial agency. 

Second, the speedy conduct of elections and remedying of unfair 
labor practices, which continue to be our goal, would be “completely 
frustrated if any employer or competing z ibor organization were free 
to delay Board proceedings indefinitely, by demanding a long collat- 
eral investigation of the issue of whether a particular union was or 
was not Communist-dominated. The administration of a statute 
whose stated objective is to foster collective bargaining should not be 
weighted down by investigations of a wholfiily different sort. Essen- 
tially, communism’s role in labor organizations is much more a part 
of the problem of communism’s place on the entire American scene 
than it is part of the problem of labor-management relations. It 
should be dealt with- accordingly. 

Senator Humrurey. Mr. Herzog. I want to thank you on behalf 
of the committee for your provocative and probing statement. It 
again only points up what yesterday's testimony pointed up; the 
immensity of the task before us and its difhiculties. 

Your opening statement was very good where you stated that we 
assume the basic question is how, if at all, the Government can further 
thwart, and if possible deal a death blow to asserted Communist domi- 
nation of certain labor organizations, without using means which 
would endanger the traditional civil liberties of Americans or impair 
the congressonal policy of encouraging collective bargaining through 
representatives of employees’ own choosing. 

Further on in your statement, you have asked us just what our 
objectives would be, on page 7, where you said: 5 


Is it to legislate to eliminate Communist influence from all labor organizations 
in all industries in the United States, no matter what the cost in administrative 
burden or in restriction of employees’ present right to make an uninhibited 
choice of their bargaining representatives? Or is it directed at the narrower, 
and plainly imperative need of making cert lin that Communist-dominated 
unions play no role in those sensitive areas of industry essential to the defense 


effort? 
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This is a question that I am sure has not been fully determined in 
= minds of the members of the subcommittee. Speaking for myself 

gain, my present concern is directed essentially toward the sensitive 
eels the defense industries, more than anything else. We 
discussed yesterday with Mr. Small, Chairman of the Munitions 
Board, the possibility of the National Labor Relations Board under- 
taking broader jurisdiction in making an administrative determina- 
tion of what would be or could be called a Communist-dominated 
union, and during that discussion we hecaiahé up some of the dangers 
inherent in such a peaenckion to the NLRB. The whole matter of 
an administrative hearing as contrasted to judicial proceedings before 
the courts, the di fferent rules that apply and the procedures that 
apply were discussed. 

| think I will ask Senator Lehman if he wishes to make any com 
ment on this statement before we go into any questioning. 

Senator Lenman. No; I have no questions to ask and no statement. 
I think Mr. Herzog has very accurately stated the problem where he 
poses these two objectives. I frankly have not got an answer. | 
want to make certain, so far as we can, that we are not endangering 
our security through Communist infiltration. But on the other hand, 
I want to do nothing that is going to unjustly penalize or curtail the 
CIN i] liberties of our people, or in pose burdens on the NLRB. that 5. 
administrative burdens, which would make it very difficult for them 
to operate. 

For instance, I agree very fully with the chairman in that I do not 
believe that the National Labor Relations Board could possibly under 
take an investigation of the subversive or nonsee ve rsive character of 
a union before taking action. I think that would place the Board 
a field which was not contemplated 1 in the passage of ies act orig 
nally, and would so slow up the procedures that they would be almost 
useless and valueless. 


I have not ol the answer as yet. I hope we ean reach some answer 
which will protect the civil lite ies of our people, and vet to such 


extent as is possib le prevent the j in sanias ition of Communist influences 
and control in our sensitive industries that we are us ing for de tense. 
But I am frank to say, my mind has not ‘allots very much clarified by 
the testimony of either Mr. Small or Mr. Herzog, thoug 1 I think they 
have made very fair and objective statements. . 

Senator Humpenrey. May I say that this. of course, only indi 

‘ates the diffic ‘ulty of the whole problem that confronts a democraey 
Ih meeting a tot: alt Ite ian menace, or a totalitarian technique. j 

Mr. Herzog, in my opening statement yesterday, one of the ques- 
tions that | posed for our witnesses was, can we regulate or control 
Communist-dominated unions without thre iter I ¢ or Weakening the 
non-Communist union. Can we establish regul: tions or law to thwart 


the activities of Communist-dominated unions without strikine 
almost death blows at militant. effective mon-Communist tenia 
union organization, and its legitimate objectives? This goes richt 
to the problem of the NLRB having adm! trative author ae 
iscertain whether or not a particular union is a Communist-domi 
nated or front organization before i shall enjoy the privileges under 
the National Labor Relations Act. as amende de It has bee n my feel- 
Ing—TI want to state again that I am not p sitive about this —that to 


have the technique or the knowledge to ascertain wl at i Comn wnist 
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organization and a Communist-dominated organization is one spe- 
cialty and the field of collective bargaining as you have pointed out in 
your testimony, is another. And whether or not. you can expect the 
same Board and the same people to be so allwise and so fully informed 
on such a variety of subject matter is a question, I think, that we will 
have to go into much more than we have to date. 

I want to commend you on one particular statement, it was a short 
one, Mr. Herzog, but this surely is exactly the feeling of the chairman, 
where you said, on page 7 of your testimony : 

But the Board assumes that the members of the subcommittee would not want 
to “do something bad, just for the sake of doing something.” 

Mr. Herzog, I want to ask you about your report in reply to my 
letter, that is, ite first letter that was sent out to many organizations 
and individuals, where you gave to us an analysis of the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission procedures. I believe you stated as follows at page 
? of the committee print, Communist Domination of Certain Unions, 
Part IIL: Replies to subcommittee questionnaire 

Mr. Herzog. I have it in front of me, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humprurey. You make this statement; 


The record shows that the Atomic Energy Commission has established certain 
security requirements applicable to labor organizations, and to their oflicers, as 
a condition of their being recognized as the representative of employees at the 
employer’s atomic energy operations at the Schenectady works. We have been 
advised generally by the Commission of the scope and purpose of these security 
requirements. Accordingly, any certification resulting from elections herein 
directed on behalf of employees of the atomic energy operations will be condi- 
tioned upon compliance, by the certified unions, with the security requirements 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, a matter exclusively within the jurisdiction 
of that Commission. 

Is it your feeling that the ABC procedures would he applicable to 
other areas of our defense product ion / 

Mr. Herzog. That is from footnote 56 of our General Electric 
decision. That problem, Mr. Chairman, has given us considerable 
trouble. As I think vou know from the testimony that Captain 
Small gave yesterday, the question arose in some negotiations between 

staff members of that department and staff mer abers of this Board, 
as to how far we could go in applying a parallel concept to the 
Department of Defense. The Board felt that in the General Electric 
case, which is cited on the page of your report W hich you quoted, 
we went about as far as we could 1 hoes the special security 
needs which the Atomic Energy Cveniieies had. The situation 
was somewhat different from that which we might have in dealing 
with the Department of Defense, much as we would like to give them 
the same sort of assistance in dealing with a very fundamental 
problem. 

First, at the time of the General Electric case at Schenectady, the 
Atomie Energy Commission had already told both the company and 
the union involved, which was the UE, that recognition of the UE 

as not possible under the AEC security regulations. 

The Board’s action was taken after this step had been taken by 
the Atomie Energy Commission in dealing with the contractor and 
the union. The Atomic Energy Commission has since informed us, 
and Captain Small indicated that in his own testimony yesterday 

being equally true of the Defense Department, that the problem 
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nowadays is not that of security or classified material; it is my im- 
pression that at the time of the General Electric decision, the big 
issue at Schenectady was access to classified or relatively secret ma- 
terial. The testimony yesterday, and even current observations of 
the Atomic Energy Commission officials to us, suggest that protecting 
classified material is the least of it now. What they really are worried 
about is the infiltration of Communist-dominated unions into respon- 
sible bargaining positions in plants where they might stimulate 
sabotage and strikes. 

Senator HUMPHREY. May I stop you there for a moment so we can 
develop this point ¢ 

Mr. Hy RZOG, Yes, indee d. 

Senator Humpurey. What you are saying is that the security meas- 
ures which the Department of Defense now has under public law for 
the investigation of individuals and the protection of classified mate- 
rials and secret materials from individuals who might be dangerous 
is rather adequate, that is, it seems to meet the present need; is that 
rs 

. Herzoc. So far as we can be judges of that, I would say yes. 
aoe n if they dia not, that would probab ly not be an area in which the 
Board could intrude in any event. The problem comes at the other 
level. 

Senator Humpurey. That is an investigatory area for counterin- 
telligence and secret-service types of operation ? 

Mr. Herzog. Yes; and as I read Mr. Small’s testimony, and I did 
not see his answers to questions but only his prepared statement, he 
seemed to think they were in pretty good ‘shi ape on that. 

Senator Humrurey. Yes, he did. Even in answer to questions, he 
felt that the present law gave ample authority for adequate security 
measures insofar as classified, confidential, and secret materials were 
concerned—papers, plans, and documents. Then add to that the 
powers of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the other investi- 
gatory agencies of Government for protection against sabotage and 
espionage, which are covered by criminal statutes. 

Now, we come to the question that Captain Small brought out yes- 
terday, which was a matter of stoppages, political strikes, on the 
part of a Communist-dominated or infiltrated organization. ‘That 
is the problem to which you are directing your present remarks ¢ 

Mr. Herzoc. That is right. 

Senator Lenman. May I ask you one question ? 

Mr. Herzog. Yes, sir. 

Senator Leuman. As I recall Chairman Small’s testimony yester- 
day, one of the few examples that he gave was a nearly disastrous 
strike at the Allis-Chalmers plant during the last war, I believe. Iam 
not familiar with the details of that. I was not down here at the time. 
But as I recall it, that had not} ung to do with classified material. 

Mr. Herzoa. I believe that is true, Senator. 

Senator LeumMan. It was a stoppage which was well nigh akin to 
sabotage, is that not a fact ? 

Mr. Herzog. Yes: the strike, as I reeall it, in Allis-Chalmers in the 

early 1940's simply stopped all kinds of de fenee production in a basic 
ah int in Milwaukee, and the problem there was not classified material, 
either. It was just a total stoppage, oqcni ated by reasons which were 
not strictly labor-management reasons, but had some strictly political 
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connotations. I think that is the example that the Defense Depart- 
ment has alluded to a number of times. 

Am I correct, gentlemen, that Mr. Small put into the record vester- 
day a 1951 letter from Acting Chairman Reynolds, of this Board? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, he read the letter into the record. 

Mr. Herzoc. I would like to be awfully sure that, in looking at that 
letter, and analyzing it later, the members of the committee give 
special consideration to the fifth paragraph of Mr. Reynolds’ letter, 

Senator Humrurey. Do you have it with you there 

Mr. Herzog. Yes. I think it is important in determining the em- 
phi isis Which my colleagues gave in looking at that problem. 

The paragr aph to which I am alluding, Mr. Chairman and Senator 
Lehman, is as follows: 

Certainly the Board and its General Counsel in the discharge of their respective 
functions in considering all reasons urged in defense to a charge of an illegal 
refusal to bargain would accord great weight to action taken by a contractor 
employer pursuant to directives of the Department of Defense. But that is not 
to say that we are free in advance to agree that such a directive would alone be 
a conclusive defense to otherwise valid charges and proof of an illegal refusal 
to bargain. 

If I may remind you, this followed a discussion of the Defense De- 
partment’s original request, both oral and written, that we give some 
sort of guarantee that if a contractor declined to bargain with a union 
which the Defense Department thought a security risk and declined 
so to bargain because of an order from the Defense Department, the 
Board would simply say, “You have carte blanche, it is perfectly safe 
not to comply with your obligations under the Taft-Hartley Act.” 
The Board felt, when this letter was written last summer, in my ab- 
sence, that it could not make a guarantee of that kind, but do note, 
please, that in the second sentence of that paragraph which T read 
to you, we suggest that it would go to the question of the existence of 
good faith, which is always the test in a proceeding under section 
S (a) (5). 

Senator Humrurey. Mr. Small brought to our attention that the 
defense establishment as such was not primarily engaged in labor 
management relations, and therefore again did not lay claim to broad 
knowledge within the field of labor-management relations. I think 
the history of our country indicates that the military, as such, a the 
Defense Department, formerly the War Department and the N avy, 
have not been as understanding as one might hope they would be in 
the whole area of employvee-employer relationships. I think there 
would be a considerable prob lem and perh: ipsa danger to the whole 
process of free collective bargaining to entrust to the military or 
even to civilian representatives of the military who have as their prime 
objective the procurement and military preparedness, employee-em- 
ployer relationship. 

I think this is a legitimate fear on the part of non-Communist effec- 
tive trade-unionists who are worried that once you inject the arm of 
the Government under the name of national security into employer- 
em ployee relationships, you may find yourself in a situation where 
legitimate employer-employee relationships are curbed and thwarted 
and lication bargaining is killed off, or at least its effectiveness 
diminished, because of an uninformed and unfortunate action or 
directive from the defense officialdom. That, as I gather, might be 
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some of the thinking here of the Board, that you would be willing to 
consider such a directive and the carrying out of such a directive by 
the employer, but you would not want to give 100 percent credence to 
it or validity to it; is that it? 

Mr. Herzog. That is right. I think the Board must have felt that 
it simply could not delegate its responsibility to administer the law 
sutomatically to the Defense Department. On the other hand, the 
question of good faith is always involved. It might well be, although 
I have seen no case of this kind vet, that where a contractor otherwise 
completely willing to negotiate with the majority labor union declined 
finally to make an agreement because of a directive from the Defense 
Department, which was founded on security considerations, we would 
olive creat weight to the directive. 

I think this Board is not so blind as to ignore we factor. 

Senator Humpurey. | appreciate that. I think that is very helpful 
tous. Wealso h: we this problem that many of the private contractors 
with the defense establishment have both civilian and military pro 


‘ 
l 
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duction, and both civilian and military production are handled by 

emplovees of one union, so th: it you have the cuithes lty of differer 
ating between the civilian and the military production insofar as any 

restrictions upon union recognition is concerned. Is not that part of 


your administrative difficulty 


Mr. Herzog. That is correct. As vou sugge sted at the outset, im- 
portant though it is to ask the right questions, one is not sure that 


anyone will find the right answers to any of this, because we are wo 


iwainst a twentieth century dilemma, and that is how good men can 
combat evil men without doing something bad themselves. 

Senator Humpnrey. Or how do we get the objective we want with 
out utilizing the wrong means. 

Mr. Herzoc. That is right. 

Senator LenMan. I just want to associate myself with the remarks 
of the chairman a few minutes ago, that unfortunately the public, 

nad | fear some Members of Congress. in problems of ereat complexity 
feel that the situation can be handled or cured by passing a law. I 
think that isa very un fortunate p resumption. 

[ think that vou and Chairman Small have very accurately and 
fairly outlined the complexities of this situation. I think that this 
ommittee isaware-of those. 
want to ask you whether, from your observation, vou feel that 
ierata public hearing or executive Session the Board will be able 
to make proposals for amendments to the law as it exists which would 
solve or at least help in solving this situation / 1 do not know what 
vour present thinking is along those lines. I think we need a great 
deal of guidance. 

Mr. Ty RZOG, | do not know whether we are the proper cuides. 
Theoret cally we should know more about some of these problems than 
many of the other witnesses, since we have been the ecustod) in ot SEK 
tion 9 (h). 

ator Humpurey. That is correct. 

Mr. Herzog. 1 think, however, the experience of everyone here 
pro bably is that sometimes an expert is the least useful proponent of 
legislation, because he knows almost too much and sees too many 


elt 


wrinkles and too many ditheulties. It is just because we are alleg- 


edly ind that is far as I dare go—experts that we do not fee] it 
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is possible to say categorically, “This is the answer.” We hope we 
can see,the questions straight. 

So far as affirmative proposals for legislation are concerned, it is 
a little difficult for me to reply directly to Senator Lehman’s ques- 
tion, must as I would like to do so, because I do not know how the 
other members of the Board or the general counsel would feel on that 
particular issue. I do know, and I ‘hope it is unnecessary to say this, 
that we would like very much to be helpful. But as to whether we 
could be in practice, I do not know. I think we could certainly assist 
you, if that is what you need, in avoiding certain pitfalls which con- 
ceivably others, in perfect good faith, might not see in making pro- 
posals of their own. The affirmative question, which is the one on 
which we know the committee wants the most assistance, is the very 
one where we perhaps would be as helpless as anyone else. ‘The spirit 
will be there, gentlemen, but whether the brain power will be is what 
J am not sure of. 

Senator Humpnrey. You see, Mr. Herzog, one problem that this 
committee faces is not to have public opinion or public pressure drive 
the Congress into a policy declaration or a policy position in the name 
of striking blows at communism that actually destroy free collective 
bargaining and the legitimate aspirations and objectives of an hon- 
ored and respected trade-union movement. 

Mr. Herzoc. We feel exactly the same way, of course, 

Senator Humpnrey. This is a most difficult area of economic 
and human relations that we are dealing with. I think there are 
many people who are justly concerned, as they have expressed to me 
by letter, as it has been expressed in the press, that legislative direction 
or legislative action, in order to strike effective blows at Communist 
domination of trade unions and the effect of Communist-dominated 
trade unions in the national-security program, might and very prob- 
ably and possibly could cause great damage to the growth, progress 
and the action of effective and honorable and honest trade-union or- 
ganizations. We do not want that to happen. 

I would like to go back just a little more and ask you whether or 
not you plan on holding any further consultations with the Depart- 
ment of Defense, the Munitions Board, and the other defense agencies 
in reference to this question which you directed our attention to, 
in Mr. Reynolds’ letter. Mr. Reynolds’ letter was the end product, 
as I understand, of one such meeting; is that correct ? 

Mr. Herzog. No, I think it was the end product of a number of 
such meetings. I do not believe that any members of the Board at- 
tended the meetings, but a high official of the Board did, together 
with a high subordinate official of the Defense Department ‘and some 
AEC people. The last paragraph of Mr. Reynold’s letter of July 31, 
1951, suggests the willingness of the Board to be of assistance to them 
if they want to propose some legislation. 

Of course, it may be that the point I made in reading that fifth 
paragraph of the letter, which is about as far as the Board could 
possibly go by administrative action, will not be deemed sufficient by 
the committee. 

Mr. Barrasu. Is that the Board’s current position, Mr. Herzog? 

Mr. Herzoe. So far as I know, as I have heard of no one wanting 
to change it. Of course, we have a new member effective this week, 
and one never knows. 
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Senator Humpurey. I think the committee ought to take cogni- 
zance of your position. 

Mr. Herzoe.,Of course, we are ready to meet with them at any time 
they suggest it. This is nota problem of flirtation as to who makes the 
first call, ’ either. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Barbash? 

Mr. Barsasu. May I follow through on the questions you asked, 
Mr. Chairman ¢ 

In the quotation from the General Electric decision you estaklished 
a principle. I would like to ask again, Mr. Herzog, for purposes of 
clarification in the record, is that principle applicable to similar find- 
ings by another defense agency ¢ 

Mr. Herzog. I know of no instance except in this special Atomic 
Energy Commission situation where the same principle has been ap- 
plied in other cases. 

Mr. Barpasnu. If the Department of Defense procurement group 
were to find, for example, that a particular contrac gs is bargaining 
with a union which it has reason to believe after all kinds of inves 
tigation constitutes a serious security hazard, could you apply the 
AEC principle to that situation ¢ 

Mr. Herzog. That assumes, also, that the Department of Defense 
directed the employer not to bargain with that labor organization, and 
that in turn that labor organization, which was in compliance with 
section 9 (h), had filed charges of a violation with the Board? 

} BarpasH. Yes. 

Mr. Herzoa. I think the only answer, Mr. Barbash, is that I, at least. 
sitting in a quasi-judicial capacity, would give that fact very, very 
serious weight in deciding whether or not there had been a violation 
of the act. I do not think we could do more than that. You will note 
that in the Atomic Energy case it was a certification proceeding, and 
the Board imposed an advance condition upon the issuance of a cer 
tification pursuant to an election not yet held. 

Mr. Barsasu. If I may limit the question, then, to a certific: ation 
proceeding, is the AEC principle applicable to other defense agencies 

Mr. Herzoc. I would say not today. 

Mr! Barsasu. Why? 

Mr. Herzog. Because no other arrangements have re made with 
any other agency about it, and the problem has not been analyzed. | 
think one of the great difficulties here, Mr. Barbash, is that the Atomic 
Energy Commission has relatively few establishments, relatively few 
private plants where work is done for it, and of course, rather few 
that it operates primarily under its own supervision through private 
contractors, 

The Department of Defense is all over the country. It would be 
very hard, partly for the reason suggested by Senator Humphrey, that 
plants are likely to be making defense products and nondefense prod 
ucts within the same bargaining unit, to reach a general agreement of 
that kind with the Defense Department. I am not sure it is impos 

sible, but I feel sure it would be extremely difficult. 

Mr. Barbasn. Does the question go at all to the question of 
authority for security protection of the AEC as distinguished, s 
from the Department of Defense ? 

Mr. Herzoe. I have not thought of that. I do not know. Your 
attention is called to the date of the General Electric decision. It was 
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Ape 26, 1950, which was 2 months to the day before the Korean war 
broke out. Everybody realized that Atomic Energy had been a spe- 
cial and secure thing since August 1945. There has nat been another 
case involving a defense Department contractor that has come to us 
in this context since Korea. 

I am pretty sure that if the Defense Department case had come up 
in April 1950, when the Atomic Energy case came up, we would not 
have agreed to that sort of arrangement. 

Mr. Barnasu. Why! 

Mr. Herzog. It was pre-Korean. The sense of crisis was far less. 
What we would do today, I do not know. I have not seen the concrete 
problem. But certainly in the Atomic Energy situation the firm 
nature of their security arrangements, the fact that they had already 
sent a command out to the contractor and the union that they just 
should not do business on that basis, were enough to push us over the 
line, I believe at least some members of the Board hesitated very 
much about the inclusion of this footnote 56 in the General Electrie 
order there, feeling that perhaps it went beyond our statutory au- 
thor by. We all decided, however, that in a close question of that 
kind, the wise thing to do was to honor those AEC regulations, 

Mr. Barsasu. May I ask one other question, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Humpnrey. Surely. 

Mr. Barsasu. It occurs to me from studying your report to our 
subcommittee, Mr. Herzog, that a wood deal of the activity of the 
Board in connection with the 9 (h) non-Communist aflidavit has been 
in connection with non-Communist unions who were arguing the 
pl iInciple of the non-Communist affidavit, rather than whether they 
were Communist or not. Is that a fair inference from the facts? 

Mr. Herzog. I hate to answer a question. by asking one, Mr. Bar- 
bash, but what do you mean by the word “principle”? I do not believe 
that in the cases that we got. these unions particularly argued, as they 
did before the Congress, that section 9 (h) was unsound in prine iple. 
[ think the questions that came up were: What was necessary in order 
to comply ¢ Were they in compliance? and—this is a question of 
principle—What should the legal effect of noncompliance be? 

Mr. Barrasnu. The point I was trving to make did not turn on 
the word “prine iple.” It 1 eally turned on the prob lem that Senator 
Humphrey mentioned in hie introductory remarks; namely, that, go- 
ng through the red tape of complying with the technicalities of get 
ting a 9 (h) affidavit enforced and administered, you got involved 
vith a lot of unions which are clearly not Communist. In this case 
the 9(h) affidavit was not apparently a prec ise instrument to achieve 
the means desired. 

Mr. Herzoce. I think thet is correct. It has not been a precise instru- 
ment. We just prefer it as an instrument to any suggestion that this 
Board should look into the question on the merits as to whether 
any particular union is or is not Communist-dominated. As between 
those alternatives. we would rather stick with what we have. 

[ think the problems that have hit the Board in administering sec- 
tion 9 (h), other than the extreme ely complie — cleric al ones, which 


we had in the first couple of years, have been | pplication to loca! 
and international unions. What is its impact aon a decertification 
petition? What is its impact under the new Taft Humphrey law, 


Public Law 189, on a union which is not in compliance, but wants a 
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union-shop contract. Very recently, in the Mellon-Quincy case, the 
Board held that a union which is not in ¢ ‘ompliance—it was the United 
Mine Workers—cannot lawfully interpose its union-shop agreement 
asa bar to a Board election when it’s requested by another union. That 
is true even under the law as amended last summer. That is the kind 
of problem which you will find filling up the case books, and filling up 
the footnotes in our report to the committee. 

Mr. Barpsasu. What Iam trying to suggest, Mr. Herzog, that many 
of these problems filling up the case books have nothing to do very 
much with eliminating Communist influence from labor organizations. 

Mr. Herzog. They cannot, ex hypothesi, because of the very premise 
that this Board should not look into the question of whether a union 
is Communist-dominated. 

Senator Humpurey. Does not this whole section of 9 (h) on the 
Communist affidavit get down to a matter of enforcement and whether 
or not there has been any perjury or falsehood in the filing of such 
affidavits. Of course, this becomes a problem of the Department of 
Justice: is that correct? 

Mr. Herzog. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. Under the criminal code ¢ 

Mr. Herzoc. We have sent 55 affidavits over there, as we say. 

Senator HumpHrey. We had members of the Department of Jus- 
tice—that is, representatives of the Department—before us yesterday. 
One of the gentlemen who testified from the Criminal Division had 
just come to that section; and, as he said to me afterward, he was 
not too familiar with all of these cases, but the question was raised, I 
believe by Mr. Shroyer, as to the delay of the Department of Justice 
in prosecution. Just to get it clear in the record, and Iam not trying 
to put one agency of the Government against another, did I under 
stand you to say that for a period of time you were confronted in the 
Board with just detailed clerical problems in the processing of the 
9 (h) affidavit? Is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Herzog. I did not mean to suggest that that is all we were con 
cerned with, but in the first year or two that was a big problem. The 
General Counsel—Mr. Denham at that time: Mr. Bott tod: ay—had 
general custody of the affidavits and have done a splendid job of 
hi indling them. The problems Mr. Barbash asked about were with 
us quite early. 

Mr. Suroyer. That is the point I wanted to inquire about. 

Senator Humpnrey. Why do you not proceed on this ? 

Mr. Suroyer. You say that where such issues arose the Board’s 
statutory duty was to refer the affidavits to the Department of Justice. 
Do you mean, by that, that anytime any litigant in any representation 
matter or complaint matter attempted to raise this issue of Communist 
membership among the officers you automatically refer that to Justic dy 

Mr. Herzoc. No: I am sure that was not the case, Mr. Shroyer. ‘I 
am sure Mr. Bott can answer that question of procedure far better 
than I, because those affidavits have been under the custody of the 
General Counsel. It is my recollection that what happened was that, 
if a party raised snch a question in a case, we said it was not litigable 
before the Board. If it looked like a totally unsubstantiated charge 
just put in for the purposes of delay, probably no particular attention 
would be paid to it. However, I believe that General Counsel Denham 
occasionally at the suggestion of the Board, looked into cases where 
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the re was what we lawyers call reason to believe there was something 
“fishy” about it. 

Mr. Suroyer. If some litigant put in an offer of proof in it that had 
a lot in it, that would be the type of case you would refer over? 

Mr. Herzoc. I believe so, after consideration in the General 
Counsel’s office. 

Mr. Suroyer. Let us say that in one of the 55 cases a perjury con- 
viction was had. Then I presume you would call it back, like the 
Sunbeam case, and you reexamine it 

Mr. Herzoc. Yes. You say if there was a conviction following a 
perjury prosecution by a Federal district attorney ? 

Mr. Suroyer. Yes. 

Mr. Herzoc. I would assume so; yes. That affidavit, if it is per- 
jurious, certainly should not be regarded asa Valid affidavit. I cannot 
imagine the Board’s 

Mr. Surover. Do you have an arrangement with the Department 
of Justice whereby they would notify you what happened to the 55 
cases ¢ 

Mr. Herzoa. I personally have not been notified as to what has 
hs appene d to any of those cases. I believe pe rh: aps the General Counsel 
can tell you more about it, since he is our liaison man with the 
Department. 

Senator Humpnrry. As I get it here, the Board only becomes in- 
volved in the 9 (h) affidavits when there is any litigation or any dis- 
agreement over their validity that would in any way impair the 
privileges of the bargaining unit before the Board. Is that correct? 

Mr. Herzoc. It comes up more like this, Senator. If an affidavit * 
filed, we will go ahead and process the case of that organization if 1 
is clear that all of those who should file affidavits have done so. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. 

Mr. Herzoa. If, however, there is reason to think that the affidavit 
is an untruthful one, we will, following processes which I described 
rather vaguely, I am afraid, to Mr. Shroyer, transmit it to the De- 
partment of Justice. I do not want to criticize the Department in 
any way. I do not know what their problems have been. You asked 
about channels of information. I think it is only accurate to say, 
Mr. Chairman, that the first time I heard of the indictment of some- 
one under this section was when I read the testimony of the Depart- 
ment witness yesterday. I did not know that such an indictment 
had been secured. 

Senator Humpurry. Let us just stop there for a moment. Let 
us assume that the Board ois reason to believe that an affidavit is 
not based upon fact, but is, as we put it, “fishy.” 

Mr. Herzoc. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. Then you refer that to the Department of 
Justice; is that right / 

Mr. Herzoa. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. During that interim period that the Depart- 
ment of Justice is examining the affidavit and seeking information and 
evidence pertaining to its validity, does the Board extend to the union 
whose officers have filed the affid: avit the privileges and the rights under 
the National Labor Relations Act? 

Mr. Herzoc. We certainly do, on the assumption that we assume 
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still applies in America: that they are innocent until proven guilty. 

Senator Humenrey. I wanted to get that as a matter of rec ord. 

Now, the question comes, if the Justice Department in its inves- 
tigation as to the validity of the affidavit finds out that that is untrue 
and that there has been perjury, and if the Department of Justice 
notified the Board of any legal action it had taken, would the Board 
withdraw the unions rights ‘and privileges under the National Labor 
relations Act ¢ 

Mr. Herzoa. It is a rather delicate question, Senator. I have no 
doubt, to get back to my reply to Mr. Shroyer a few minutes ago, 
that after conviction, and even pending appeal following the convic- 
tion, the Board would deny its processes to any union one of whose 
officers had been shown to have filed a perjured affidavit. 

Senator Humpurey. This is in the realm of academic discussion, 
because there is no case. 

Mr. Herzoe. That is right. Your question is directed, as I under- 
stood it, to what we would do if the Department of Justice notified 
us that it was taking some steps of an official kind. In other words, 
let us suppose they secured an indictment. 

Senator Humenrey. That is right. 

Mr. Herzoc. That again raises the question of the presumption 
of innocence. I do not know what we would do after indictment, 
but before conviction. I would want to talk to my colleagues about 
that. 

Senator LenMan. You have reported, according to your statement, 
55 cases to the Department of Justice. Have you any knowledge that 
action was taken with respect to any one of those 55 cases? 

Mr. Herzoc. I have no doubt that investigations were made. 

Senator Lenman. But no determination was made? 

Mr. Herzog. But knowledge as to action, I have none. It may 
be that Mr. Bott will have some. 

» Senator Leaman. When you refer these cases to the Department of 
Justic e, you do so because you are suspicious of them. You believe 
that they may be “fishy.” And that feeling on your part certi uinly 
must be based on something. In referring these cases to the Depart- 
ment of Justice, you place the Department in possession of anything on 
which your suspicions have been . ased; do you not ¢ 

Mr. Herzog. I would assume so, Senator. I wish I could give you 
a clirect answer, but the actual custody of the affidavits, under the 
Board’s own arrangements, is in the hands of the General Counsel. 
I think Mr. Bott can give you a much better answer than I. I am 
pretty sure the answer to your question is “Yes”; but I cannot give 
you the details at all. 

Senator Humrurery. Mr. Shroyer, excuse me for interrupting you. 

Mr. Suroyver. Another subject entirely, On page 6 you mi: ike the 
statement that “All in all, we believe it w as more effective” —refer- 
ring to 9 (h)—“at the outset than it is today. 

I happen to agree with you, but I would like to know what your 
reasons are behind that statement. 

‘Mr. Herzog. I think the reasons are recited to some extent, Mr. 
Shroyer, in the paragraph or two preceding. It comes down really 
to this: In the first couple of years the alleged attempts at evasion 
were rather rare. Let us see why. In the first place, I do not think 
the unions which are asserted to be Communist-led were suffering 
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very much under the provision of the act that required them to file 
affidavits. They thought they did not need the facilities of the 
Board. As the Board’s decisions began to come out for a couple of 
years, they were—at least in my opinion—pretty tough on noncomply 
Ing unions, and they ee it was pretty expensive not to comply. A 
lot of unions, some of which no one would label “Communist-led.” 
plus some unions that have been so labeled, found it hurt not to comply. 

Mr. Surover. What you are saying now seems to be exactly the op 
posite of what I thought you meant by “effective.” If we look as 
“affective” as being to drive Communist officers out of the unions, | 
do not believe that your conclusion is in that direction; is it 

Mr. Herzoc. The conclusion is that, as people began to find it very 
expensive not to conply, people who may not have been morally quali 
fied to comply found means to get around it—devices which we have 
not been completely successful in stopping. 

Mr. Suroyver. You did not mean, then, that in a substantial num 
ber of instances the employees voted out people who refused to sign 
the affidavits ? 

Mr. Herzoc. I do not have much documentation on that. Mr. 
Shrover. ‘There are some indications, I think, but I would tind it 
very hard to give you a scienctific set of facts. In the early days 
some of this pressure in the boiler probably flagged to union members 
the fact that their leaders had not filed an affidavit. 

Mr. Suroyer. Then your statement does not mean that it was effec- 
tive even in the first few years with respect to driving Communist 
leadership out of unions ¢ 

Mr. Herzoc. I suppose it does not really compel that conclusion, 
but I think the likelihood of its effectiveness was greater then because 
the tricks had not yet been devised. 

Senator Humrnrey. Is it not true to say that what actually hap 
pened in the practical situation is that, where you had a union that 
was under Communist leadership, once the Communist leadership saw 
the rulings of the Board and realized that failure to file the affidavits 
brought them some serious problems in terms of their elections, and 
some of the procedures under the act, and the rulings of the Board, 
they had to become a little more adroit. It placed a premium 
upon a certain amount of Communist chicanery to be able to shift 
the scenery and at the same time not to change the play. The drama 
was the same thine. and the actors were the same, but the st: age setting 
Was different. 

Mr. Herzoa. That is right. ‘To comment on that and also perhaps 
give a better answer to Mr. Shroyer’s question, the affidavit may not 
have been too effective in driving Communists out of unions, although 
[ think it probably had some such effect at the beginning, but at least 
it was effective then in denying those unions the facilities of the act. 
At least it was effective in preve nting one thing which Congress did 
not want them to have, and that was the use of the’ Board’s facilities. 

Of course, at the same time it prevented the use of the Board's 
facilities by the other labor organizations not suspect, which on prin 
ciple prefe rred not to comply fora lone time. 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Herzog, you state on page 6 that mere 
elimination of section 9 (h) from the statute would not have very 
different effects in 1952 than its original nonenactment would have 
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had in 1947. You go on further to say that a vacuum previously 
occupied is not the same thing legally or practically as space which 
has always been empty. 

I am not quite sure what you mean by that. Could you in words 
of one syllable explain how that applies to this particular situation 

Mr. Herzoc. When you have something in a statute, and Congress 
knocks it out, as a legal matter the law is not the same as though it 
had never been there. The intent of Congress, it seems to me, in 
taking something out shows a policy of not wanting something in 
there which had been in there for a long time. In the long run this 
will have some impact on other phases of the law. 

When President Truman vetoed the act in 1947, he questioned the 
effectiveness of this provision. Congress passed it over his veto. 
Today it is there. I think you would have a number of practical 
effects if you took it out whic ‘h indeed C ongress may think are effects 
which are desirable, but surely there would be some, 

For example, if there are still some pressures on leaders in left-wing 
unions to get out, if some of them have not yet found evasive tech 
niques that would work, when you take this section out of the law, all 
that pressure is gone. If Congress concludes that the value of that 
pressure is negligible and that the disadvantages of section 9 (h) are 
greater, then of course you would be willing to run that risk. But you 
would, it seems to me, change the context of a good deal of the law. 
For example, the Board in dealing with the Defense Department 
would probably have to look at it from a slightly different angle. We 
pointed out to the Defense Department in the letter that was quoted 
before, and also in prior conferences, that one reason we did not think 
we could go any further than we were going was because Congress’ 
views about what should be done about ‘left- Wing unions, the power 
eiven to the Board, was set by v (h) . That was it. We were not sup 
posed to look into Communist domination itself. If section v (h) Was 
taken out, that situation would have to be reappraised. 

Senator LenmMan. Thank you very much. 

Senator Humpurey. In other words, this statement is written on 
the assumption that if this committee, and subsequently the Congress, 
should recommend the removal of 9(h) from the Labor-Manage- 
ment Relations Act as amended that it would have a new set of effects 
upon the whole picture of Communist domination and Communist 
infiltration in unions as well as the application of some of the Board 
rulings / 

Mr. Herzog. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrry. And your judgments as a Board ¢ 

Mr. Herzog. You might go back to something better, but at least 
you should know that you would not be going to go back to seratch. 

Senator Humpurey. I understand that. There is one thing that I 
want to develop a little bit here on 9 (h). Going back to your state- 
ment about its effectiveness at the beginning and its effectiveness at 
the present time, just a recap on it: in the beginning there was a period 
of time where certain unions that were Communist-dominated or 
allegedly Communist-dominated felt that they would not need the 
machinery of the Board to conduct their labor-man: igement negotia- 
tions. Therefore, the Vv did not comply under 9 (h). Howeve r, as the 
Board decisions came down, it became evident that the life of the 
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unions themselves, and obviously the tenure of office of the officers 
of the union, were dependent upon utilizing the machinery of the 
Board. Therefore, a premium was placed upon the non-Commu- 
nist affidavit. You had to sign up. It was also evident that if 
some people signed up, they would be just plain, unadulterated liars, 
and the hope is that the Government of the United States, or at 
least the feeling would be that the Government through the Justice 
Department, would prosecute these prevaricators. Because of that 
feeling, the left-wing unionism leadership, as I said a moment ago, 
entered into adroit maneuvers to be able, on the one hand, to have 
officers sign the Communist affidavit, at the same time not lose the 
control which was exercised in the union. 

So it is the feeling of the chairman, at least, in the light of this 
testimony that what 9 (h) did as it was applied and as there was some 
experience under it, was to irritate and agitate the mental processes 
of devious characters in American life so that they were at the same 
time able to sign the affidavit and maintain control. It was entirely 
probable and possible that they could do this because once a set of 
officers are in control, they somewhat set the machinery for maintain- 
ing their control, and it w: is merely the shifting of scenery and the 
shifting of personnel in order to comply with the prescribed law or 
the regulations under the law, and at the same time not lose the ef- 
fective control of the organization. We have seen that happen re- 
peatedly. The technique in a Communist-front organization is that 
of hav Ing supposedly noble pe ople out in front and devils behind em 
curtain. That Communist-front technique which was not used 1 
some ways in some unions was finally resorted to after 9 (h) became 
effective, and after the Board rulings were handed down on compliance 
under 9 (h); is that the situation ¢ 

Mr. Herzoc. That is about it. And I suppose that these organi- 
zations found that if they could comply, evasively or otherwise, “the Vv 
would have the great advantage, which I suppose Congress does not 
desire, of getting a badge of respectability. 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct. In other words, now the 
evildoers became the virtuosi here, so to speak. They became good 
people by the public policy as expressed by the Congress through 9 
(h ), getting a medal of honor and respectability that is draped upon 
their lapel. This has actually, happened, has it not? 

Hr. Herzoc. I guess it has. 

Senator Humenrey. Let us take the Fur Workers case, for example. 
What about Mr. Gold, who resigned from the Communist Party on 
one day and signed a non-Communist affidavit. This is a case, is 
it not ? 

Mr. Herzoc. Yes; I think that is one of the cases that the Depart- 
ment of Justice said they would like very much to prosecute, but the 
present terms of the statute do not permit them to. 

Senator Humpnrery. That is the kind of specific example that we 
might direct our thinking to. How do we implement the present 
statute’ Hlow do we give language or prepare language for the pur 
poses of public law which will meet a very obvious situation? Here 
is somebody that openly acknowledges that he is a member of 
the Communist Party, but says “The Government says I can’t be a 
member of the Communist Party if I still want to maintain my officer- 
ship in the union, so therefore I will tell my comrades I am no longer 
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a member, I will cheat the party by not paying dues. Therefore, I will 
get a badge of respectability from the ¢ rovernment of the United 
St: es by saying I am not a Communist any longer. 

Mr. Herzoa. I do not think anyone liked that when it happened. 
It did seem a nose-thumbing operation. 

Senator Humpurey. It surely did. I do not mind if some people 
thumb their noses at me, but I am somewhat selective on the profile that 
is behind the fingers. 

Mr. Herzoc. Li think there is at least one consolation in that case, and 
I do not state that as a defense of it even to the slightest degree: At 
least that union is not too active in defense industry. I think the more 
serious problem, to get back to the setting of the issue that we talked 
about before, is when that kind of thing goes on in defense industries. 

As to the first objection you state, there is no doubt it; it is immoral 
and it is in shocking disregard of the purposes of Congress. Whether 
it had any effect on the membership of the fur workers, whether Mr. 
Gold was in a little less strong position once he tried that particular 
device than he was had he not been forced to try it, is something I 
cannot judge. I do not know what has happened in elections within 
that union since that time. It certainly 1s a beautiful example of 
something which should not be permitted, but which under the present 
statute seems to be permissible. 

Mr. Suroyer. Mr. Herzog, do you not think that determination 
completely ignores the words, “and he does not believe in,” that is 
right in the present statute? As an attorney, do you think they have 
taken into consideration those words in the statute ? 

Mr. Herzoe. I do not know. I have never discussed the Gold case 
with Justice. I think they may have been troubled, as many of us 
might be troubled, because of the fact that in upholding the con- 
stitutionality of the act in ACA against Douds in 1950, the Supreme 
Court of the United States divided pretty sharply on the constitu- 
tionality of that particular clause. You remember that Justice Frank- 
furter and Justice Jackson and someone else, I believe, said that if 
belief were the issue and the only issue, they would have to hold it 
void. That may be the problem. 

Mr. Suroyer. At the same time we would be wise in remedying this 
section of the statute if we did have a Supreme Court opinion on what 
these words did mean. 

Mr. Herzog. You have, as I say, a divided Court. Only six mem- 
hers felt qualified to sit, and it is hard to say. ‘That whole belief field 
is pretty delicate. 

Senator Humpurey. That is right. 

Mr. Herzog. My personal advice to the committee on this issue, and 
again I cannot speak for the Board, would be not to use belief as a 
weapon. I think we have gone about as far on that as we possibly can 
and perhaps further. You had better rely on acts and tendencies and 
so on as evidenced by acts. That warning from two or three Justices 
of the Supreme Court, it seems to me, should be a signal to the com- 
mittee not to go off in that particular direction. 

Senator Humpnrey. In talking with the Justice Department repre- 
sentatives yesterday, we went into this question. 

Mr. Herzog. Yes. They want a'12-month amendment to the statute. 
That raises a different. question than the belief question that Mr. 
Shroyer was alluding to. 
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Senator Humpurey. Sort of a probationary period or a period of 
cleansing. 

Mr. Suroyer. In that connection, if the Department of Justice is 
going to furnish that, should not our records contain the Board’s brief 
in that case, or the oral argument before the Court ? 

Senator Humpurey. That would be the General Counsel. 

Mr. Herzog. Yes; and the Solicitor General of the United States 
also presented the argument in the Supreme Court. The brief is an 
excellent one, I think. Whether it is too long to incorporate in full 
in the committee’s record, I do not know 

Mr. Suroyver. I would like to have it made part of the file. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes: we shall ask the General Counsel for it 

Here again eee you get into this type of trickery, behind the 
scenes movement of Communist leadership in any organization, you 
come face to face w ith the difficulty of legislating against this kind of 
back-seene activity. It is not so difficult to legislate against an overt 
act or against an obvious or overt membership, but when vou start to 
legislate about techniques, beliefs, and outright political trickery and 
chicanery, then you have yourself a real difficult assignment. 1 think 
the app lication of section 9 (h) points up to this committee just what 
we are faced with. You can actually have every single union officer 
that is required to sign the non-Communist aflidavit as pure as moun 
tain dew, and as naive as a baby in swaddling clothes, who are willing 
to do the bidding ot people who are behind pulling the strings. This 
has happened. 

At the same time,this union, for all practical purposes, might pull a 
political strike, could be engaged in sabotage, could actually damage 
the national security or a critical defense industry without having a 
single officer as an effective or active member of a subversive oreanizi 
tion. How do we legislate, if the committee should be thinking of 
legislation, against that. I think that is one of our problems. 

Mr. Herzog, I do not have any further witnesses. 

Mr. Barbash, do you want to ask something further on AEC? 

Mr. Barpasn. Yes, sir. It may be due to my ineptness in phras 
ing my questions, but I would like to go back to that other question, 
Mr. Herzog. What power does AEC have or what authority does 
AEC have that the Department of Defense does not have that would 
prevent the Board from ruling as it did in the General Electric case. 
and specifically footnote 56, in a Department of Defense case ‘ 

Mr. Herzoc. I cannot answer that question categorically, Mr. Bar 
bash, because I am not sufficiently familiar with their “s itute. How 
ever, IT merely call your attention to the fact that Captain Small 
himself, in his testimony yesterday, did allude to the statutory base 
for the AEC authority and the statutory base for his own Depart- 
ment’s authority, and suggested that the former was greater than 
his own. 

Mr. Barsasn. But from your point of view, Mr. Herzog, from the 
point of view of the Board ¢ ? T appreciate what is involved in asking 
the Chairman of a quasi- judicial agency to say in advance what his 
decision is going to be in hypothetical circumstances. 

Mr. Herzog. He can sometimes say what his own is, but he cannot 
commit his colleagues or even prophesy. I think what you are really 
asking me to do, though, is to give you an analysis of statutes with 
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which I am just not sufficiently familiar. The Board must have 
decided last summer, when I was not here, that there was a very real 
distinction. The only distinctions I know of, the ones I have at- 
tempted to recite here, are the ones which appear in Captain Small’s 
testimony. I wish I could answer this; perhaps after a little study 
I could answer it. But I cannot pretend to do it today, Mr. Barbas sh, 
and still be frank with you. 

Senator Humpnrey. I would hope that the members of the Board 
or their representatives Would continue to meet with the members 
of the Defense Establishment, the AEC, the Justice Department, to 
see 1f there is not some operational set-up that can be worked out that 
could be presented later on to this committee as a suggestion. I think 
vou, Mr. Herzog, were saying that while you could not accept a 
ruling or directive of the Department of Defense as full evidence in a 
particular case as to an unfair labor practice, let us say, you could 
give it weight and it would depend upon, of course, the circumstances, 
the nature of the production, the security involved, the critical nature 
of the production program involved. 

Mr. Il; RZOG. A oreat deal would depend also, Mr. Chairman, upon 
the labor relations record of the particular contractor involved. 

Senator Ilumprrey. Indeed. 

Mr. Herzoa. If a contractor had been bargaining with a lal or Oor- 
ganization, this one or others, for a long while without any difficulty, 
and suddenly declined because of a Defense Department instruction, 
that would be one thing. If this were an employer that had never 
been willing to deal, had been absolutely antiunion from the begin- 
ning, we would not be quite so sure without examining more carefully 
whether the Defense Department ivstruction was not simply a wel- 
come pretext to him. That would have to be looked into. We are 
talking hypothetically. 

Senator Humpurey. That is right, plus the fact one would have 
to be somewhat careful as to how the directive was pre pared in the 
Defense Department. 1 do not want to impugn anyone s motives 
or make any unkind comment, but when we have many dollar-a-vear 
men working in the Government, some may come in with attitudes 
that are totally contrary to established pub slic policy on collective bar 
gaining, and we surely do not want rule sand regulations promulgated 
by peop ile who had bee mw: uting for 2) vears to vet ina position to 
deliver a knock-out blow to collective ce aining between honest and 
respected and legitimate trade-unions and employers. 

Mr. Barrasn. Mr, Chairman, I would like to take advantage of 
Mr. Herzog’s offer to submit any additional material on this question. 

Mr. Herzoa. We will have to examine those other statutes. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Herzog, if you are through, 1 think we 
will let you go this morning. We are very grateful to you. 

Mr. Herzog. Thank you. 

Senator Humpurey. I hope we can get you over here sometime on 
a question where we both have ready answers. 

Mr. Herzog. If vou do, I will trv to oblige. 

Senator Humpnurey. Mr. Bott, I am very happy you could be here 
while Mr. Herzoe testified, because some of the questions we asked 
Mr. Herzog obviously pertain to the jurisdiction of your office, and 
the activities of vour oflice, and I would ereatly appreciate it if during 
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your testimony you might relate some of your material to these ques- 
tions, particularly the relationship between your office and the Justice 
Department on section 9 (h) and the investigation and prosecution 
under 9 (h). 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE J. BOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL 
LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


Mr. Bort. It is hard to decide where to start. 

Senator Humpnurey. This is one of the first courses Congress has 
had in applied practical political psychology, you see. We are going 
to have a good period of a where we can have investigation and 
come up With some answers, but Iam afraid that this egg will be some 
time in hatching. 

Mr. Borr. That is right. I have some observations, but no prepared 
statement. When we got our first letter, we started to work and to 
think. Of course, we have all thought about this problem for years 
and particularly since August 22, 1947. I mean the 9 (h) problem. 

Senator Humpnurry. Yes. 

Mr. Borr. Since your letter, I have talked to everyone who wants 
to talk and who wants to listen. I have talked to every regional di- 
rector of the National Labor Relations Board, 1 saw in my visits to 
the regional offices. I have a file of notes and material. We gave you 
a 25- or 30-page analysis, and although I have some observations, I 
do not have any answers. 

I rm oe that I think specifically 9 (h) did have an effect in the 
first year or two or more of the Taft-Hartley Act in this way. The 
ciao dees of the filings of 9 (h) is significant. Although the Steel 
Workers did not file, no one was claiming that Mr. Murray was a 
Communist. The other unions that did not file in the CIO, or rather 
some of the other unions were suspect. That undoubtedly caused a 
lot of conversation and debate, and discussion in the locals or among 
the membership of those unions. 

The techniques and the plans of the people who had to make a de 
cision on compliance are unknown to us, but some of the officers of 
some of the locals did resign from office, .n said that they did not 
want to give up their membership in the Communist Party for the 
“questionable benefits of the Taft-Hartley Act.’ 

That must have brought home clearly to some people in some areas, 
that is, the workers, that the officers who had been labeled as Com 
munists were now self-admitted Communists. 

The other unions thought they were getting something by filing. 
Just weighing the number of unions who did file against those who did 
not, apparently the majority thought that they were going to get 
some benefits, and of course, seriously, they had to get the be nefits of 
the election proce edures, of course. 

There is another reason why the 9 (h) requirement had an effect. 
The unions which did not file until late 1948 could not claim that their 
contracts were a bar to an election. So when the UAW and other 
unions filed against them in their plants, their contract was up, if 
you will excuse me, for “grabs,” that plant was up for election and 
they could not do anything about it. 

It is obvious to anyone who reads the labor history that many of 
the CIO unions took over the memberships of the unions which had 


a eee er 





( 


ia ed foe 


ah tebe ft ok tad ot 


th 





COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 113 


been expelled. They took over a great part of them. That was caused, 
of course, in great measure by the climate of opinion, but it was also 
helped and caused by the fact that many of the left-wing unions could 
not even get on the ballot. 

Then they shifted, as you know, and saw what was happening, and 
they all gradually got into compliance. 

Senator Humpnurey. This now relates directly to what Chairman 
Herzog said a moment ago, that after a certain lag period when the 
rulings and the decisions of the Board were coming down, it became 
obvious to the alleged Communist-dominated unions that if they were 
going to get on the ballot and have a chane e to preserve their organiza- 
tion, something had to be done about signing the 9 (h) non-Commu- 
nist aflidavit, is that right? 

Mr. Borr. That is right, and probably, and this is pure guesswork, 
they made a caleulated decision that the risk of prosecution would 
have to be taken into effect, but that they should not permit that risk 
to overweigh the value of maintaining their organizaitons with its 
valuable assets which are helpful for the party. Aad apparently, this 
is a guess, they made that decision, that they take a chance on filing 
the affidavit. 

Now, as history shows—and this is no criticism of the Department 
of Justice, I am sure they have good reasons, I feel a presumption of 
regularity, why there have not been more indictments or prose- 
cutions—— 

Senator Humpnrey. They may have them but they sure kept them a 
secret when they were over here yesterday. 

Mr. Borr. The tense, the way the affidavit is written, makes ite 
difficult. The present tense is used. The membership in the party, 
the difliculty about the belief section, are all constitutional and legal - 
problems that I am sure that the Department of Justice has evalu- 
ated. But I want to say—— 

Senator Humrurery. May we just stop there for a moment? I am 
not going to put people on the hook, and we are not going to let them 
et off when the *V get on one. The Department of Jus tice has in its 
framework the FBI. I gather that any division of the Department 
of Justice has access to those files. I am not positively sure, but I 
would imagine that they have access to them. I realize the limitation 
of the law, the present tense. I also realize the problem on that sub- 
section of the law on the matter of belief. But the thing that keeps 
bothering me, and it has been brought up before this committee, is the 
number of cases that are there, that have been referred, and the expla- 
nation which was offered as of yesterday for not having some positive 
action or accomplishment in reference to these referrals. They were 
held for a period of time, as I gather, in the Washington office, and 
then they were submitted to the several United States attorneys around 
the country. I also want you to tell us what communications you have 
had from the Department of Justice on any indictments or prose 
cutions. 

Mr. Borr. I have had very little. Most of these affidavits were 
referred before I became general counsel. 

Senator Humrnrey. How about the return trip? 

Mr. Borr. I have only had one letter from the Department of Jus- 
tice with respect to prosecution. 

Senator Humpurey. One letter? 
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Mr. Bort. Return. 

Senator Humenrey. When did you receive that letter? The exact 
date is not necessary. Was it within the last 3 or 4 or 6 months? 

Mr. Borr. No; it has been over a year. 

Mr. Surorrr. Do these 55 cases all antedate your appointment ? 

Mr. Borr. Yes. I would say about 50 of them. I referred about 
five. Incidentally, these 50 cases, I would say groups of 10 of them 
involve 1 union. In other words, you refer the affidavits of a local, 
and you have 10 officers. I say that for what it is worth. It is not 50 
different locals or organizations. It may be 10 organizations there 
with that many officers in each. 

Mr. Suroyer. When were you appointed general counsel ? 

Mr. Borr. September 1950, 

Senator Humpurey. What was the intent of the Congress under 
your interpretation of 9 (h) ? 

Mr. Bor i The intent only that the affidavits be filed and as we are 
concerned that the National Labor Relations Board or the General 
Counsel not investivate the truth or falsity of the affidavits. That is 
very clear. 

Senator Humrurey. Yes. Tam not disputing or arguing with you 
at all about vour jurisdiction or responsibility, t , General C ounsel’s 
= or the Board. IT can plainly see your wii, I also know that 

» law is quite specific as to where prosecution rests te any falsifica- 
tion and what the penalties are. We had the citations yesterday. That 
is Why the gentleman from the Department of * Justice from the Crim- 
inal Division ” is here. He did not come here just to visit. He was 
here because » has respons ibility. What I want to find out is what 
is your thinkin g about the purpose of Congress adopting section 9 (h). 
W: - it just to get more affidavits and more book work ¢ 

Borr. No, that people who filed false or fraudulent affidavits 
ae he prosecuted. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is the legal follow-up. But why did 
the Congress insist upon having section 9 (h), namely, a non 
Communist affidavit? Was it not that they wanted to be sure that there 
were not active members of the Communist Party in positions of lead- 
ership inthe trade unions? Is that right ¢ 

Mr. Borr. Of course. 

Senator Humpurey. The Justice Department prosecutes on the 
basis of falsification of the record, is that correct / 

Mr. Borr. Willful filing of false affidavit. 

Senator Humpurey. And the ne must bear in mind the 
intent of Congress. Would it not have to try to carry out the legisla 
tive intent in its prosecution ? 

Mr. Borr. You are getting into criminal statutes. I do not know. 
I do not think the legislative intent of Congress has a great deal to do 
with it, although I am probably going away out of my field, and 1 
am probably wrong, 

Senator Humpnrey. Tam not a lawyer, but ordinary people would 
think that the intent of Congress was important. 

Mr. Borr. T will tell you anything you want to know about the 
National Labor Relations Act. T assure you of that. You ask the 
questions and T will give you the answer 

Senator Humpurey. Iam sure you are very competent, and we will 
vet the answers trom vou. 
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Mr. Borr. My point is that I think they have to take the statute 
as they find it and show criminal intent and an overt act of doing 
something which the statute forbids. I feel sure, but this is guess- 
work, that the Dennis case, and the other trials have something to 
do with Justice’s general strategic positions, and these are public 
hearings, and perhaps we do not want to disclose too many weaknesses 
so publicly. 

Senator Humpnrey. May I say that within the last month we had 
hearings on another problem which is mostly unrelated to this one, 
the migratory labor problem, and I had before me members of the dif- 
ferent departments of the Government. Each one would come and say, 
“I don’t know what they are doing,” or “This is not my jurisdiction.” 
I, for one, as an American citizen, as an ordinary guy, do not go for 
the idea that the Board lives within its cocoon, and the Justice De 
partment lives in its own cocoon. Weare all paid by the same people, 
and the checks are written more or less in the same oflice, and we have 
a common law that we are supposed to abide by and fulfill. T want 
to find out what communication there is between agencies. 

Mr. Borr. The line is no more direct than an ordinary citizen in 
his relations with the prosecuting attorney’s office. Here is how it 
developed: Certain individuals filed aflidavits, non-Communist afli- 
davits, and then publicly stated that they still believed in the principles 
of democracy. 

Senator Humenrery. Of the “real democrac “y”’? 

Mr. Borr. Of the “real democracy.” That being so patent caused 
the former General Counsel to refer those affidavits to the only prose- 
cuting official he knew, the Department of Justice, for whatever 
action the Department of Justice saw fit. It is not for him or for 
me to investigate. ‘The statute prevents it in the first place. We say, 
“Here is something that this man says, in the newspaper. Here it is, 
Mr. District Attorney. What do you want to do about it, or what 
can you do about it?” But whatever decision he makes with respect 
to his ability to prosecute is between him and his supervisor, the 
Attorney General. 

Senator Humpurey. I am not so sure I agree with that, because I 
think, and I am just giving you my point of view—— 

Mr. Borr. I will give you another — = you can make it better. 
As the thing has worked in the last year or two, it seems to me that 
unless 9 (h) is amended or changed or has some prosecutions under it 
you might as well take it out of the statute. 

Senator Humrnurey. I think what has happened with 9 (h) is to 
give ees a synthetic purity that they do not justly deserve; it has 
put the badge of official respectability on some people in some organiza- 
tions in total defiance of the intent and purpose of ~— Congress. 

Mr. Borr. I thoroughly agree. I said facetiously it is a “U.S. 
Government inspected” stamp on these organizations, which they can 
brag about ; what they are really eating is horse meat. 

Senator Humrnmrry. You are being very kind. 

Mr. Suroyer. May I ask the same question that I asked Mr. Herzog? 
With respect to the five cases you sent to the Justice Department, I 
want to know two things: 

First, how did you determine you were going to send these five cases, 
and did yousend anything else other than a note that there was a ques- 
tion ? 


. 
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Mr. Borr. Just a note as I recall. 

Mr. Suroyer. I do not want to know the names of the cases. 

Mr. Bort. Let me preface my answer like this. I think technically 
the matter of violation of the law and Justice’s prosecution of it is 
their problem, and the problem of the complainant, the person who is 

saying that the law has been violated. But I think as a matter of 
enna and because we also are responsible citizens when the al- 

gation with respect to the violation of law is brought to your atten- 
tion, you act as a conduit for the referral of the possible violation. In 
the case that I remember, someone complained vigorously that a local 
union in a certain city had officers who were Communist, and there- 
fore that they should not process the case. 

Mr. Suroyer. That was made on the record, was it, in the hearing? 

Mr. Borr. No, I do not think it would make any difference. It 
would not make any difference to me where it was made, although very 
informal complaints of that nature might not be handled by me in the 
same way. It was a positive, vigorous complaint from an employer, 
and I think we wrote and said, “As you know, under Board decisions 
that isa matter for the Department of Justice, citing the case, and for 
your information we have referred or are referring the affidavits you 
complain of to the Justice Department.” 

1 made no follow-up on this matter, because of the chronology. 

Mr. Suroyer. What did you actually send to the Department of 
Justice? That is my second question. 

Mr. Borr. Just the aflidavits, a covering memorandum and the al- 
legation about fraud. 

Senator Humpnrey. My earlier point was, as brought out by Mr. 
Shroyer, the communication between your office and the Department 
of Justice, the nature of the covering memorandum or the documenta- 
tion which you may present, and whether or not in view of the 
responsibility of the NLRB under the Taft-Hartley Act, you follow 
through in terms of fulfilling the intent of Congress, which intent 
was namely this, that members of the Communist Party are not sup 
posed to be officers of trade-unions. 

Mr. Borr. If you mean do I ask the prosecutor what he is doing 
with the affidavits, no I have not. I assume he does his duty. Do I 
keep a check on whether or not there has been a prosecution? I know 
there ae not been. Everybody knows there has not been a prosecu- 
tion. I do not have to use a telephone. I read it in the newspaper. 

Senator Humenrey. That is perfectly clear now as to what the 
situation Is. 

Mr. Borr. With respect to that one letter, for your information, the 
letter was in response to prior correspondence apparently between 
Mr. Denham and someone in the Justice Department, and it was sent 
to me because I had assumed the office. It said that we have made the 
difliculties in prosecution, or we have made you aware of these difficul- 
ties on prior occasions. ‘That is about the way it ended. 

To finish my train of thought, if you will excuse me, I did want to 
make at least that one specific statement, that I think it is apparent 
to anyone that as 9 (h) is being administered, if you look at the 
inions which were expelled from the ClO—this has all been gone over 
before—the same unions are filing cases with us all the time. Unless 
it is improved—and I do not know whether there is a technique for im- 
provement- that involves constitutional problems. 
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Senator Humpurey. That is correct. 

Mr. Borr. Retroactive. It involves the delicate question of how 
great is the danger, and how restrictive do you want to make your law 
with respect to free speech and assembly. If you feel the danger is 
real and apparent and present, and Mr. Small seemed to feel that it 
was, then you may go further than the mild technique of merely re- 
quiring aflidavits from people before they can assume occupations 
which are normally the right of every American citizen or resident 
in these United States. But as it is written today and as it works, it 
is clear that no longer does it have the good effect which I think it 
had in the first 3 years of the administration of this statute. 

Senator Humpnrey. What do you think about retroactivity? There 
was a bill presented in the House, introduced by Congressman Barden. 

Mr. Borr. I do not think you would do any good by making it 1 
year. That will not deprive many people who are presently oflicers of 
their offices. I think we have to be a little smarter in handling this 
question than the opposition. If you make that 1 year, they will wait a 
vear and then will infiltrate the organization. 

Senator Humrnrey. Or maybe you do not have to be an officer to 
infiltrate. 

Mr. Borr. Iam sure that must be true. 

Mr. Siiroyer. You are saying that it has been over a year that these 
people made the non-Communist affidavit, therefore this proposal 
would be of no help? 

Mr. Borr. That is right. 

Senator Humeurey. I think that is a good point. 

Mr. Borr. The argument is that it would be a help in the tfutéire, 
and the answer I think is clear, that if these people are so devious as we 
are led to believe, you start in a mild low position in the organization 
and work up. 

Mr. Barnasn. What about the definition of “officer”? 

Mr. Borr. The definition of officers and retroactivity tied together, 
those are the two reasons apparently why 9 (h) could not have the 
great effect that was intended. We know that there are policy mak- 
ers or people in organizations who do not file affidavits, and need not 
file them. In the early days of the act, a decision was made by the 
Board and the General Counsel, as you know, that the term of officer, 
since it was not defined by Congress, would mean those officers desig- 
nated by the union in its constitution. 

The Board brought that matter to the attention or mentioned it dur- 
ing the hearings before the joint committee in 1948 and pointed out 
that if we wanted to control the pélicy makers, the Board felt that the 
statute would have to be changed and the Board felt that it could not 
change it. 

If you define oflicers more broadly than it has presently been defined, 
you will run into a lot of threshold problems and delays in the han- 
dling of cases, particularly representation cases. We know that peo- 
ple can be influential in an organization without being an officer. It 
would put a burden on each regional director in the first instance 
when a union files to make an investigation to see that they have put all 
the policy making people in the list of policy makers, and you would 
never know as you processed your case whether you really had all the 
policy makers, and you might make a decision, and this goes for all of 
9 (h) today, which 6 months from now might mean a reversal by some 
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court. The Board itself has reversed me on a policy decision with 
respect to the filing of affidavits and that might mean that all the 
cases of that or ganization are thrown out and the certificates are with- 
drawn. That doe s not sound serious to the Communist officers if there 
are such, but that pape clearly the rights of individual workers 
who have joined the organization in good faith. 

Mr. Barsasu. You are underscoring at this point Chairman Herzog 
and Senator Humphrey’s observation, that if you build an investiga 
tion into the procedures of the Board, that is an investigation of the 
substantive merits of whether a union is Communist or not, you are 
by the same token delaying every other Case that Comes before the 

soard. 

Mr. Borr. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. And thereby jeopardizing the whole process 
of collective bargaining for obv iously clean trade-unions. 

Mr. Borr. That is right. We all know that charges will be filed 
against many organizations, and it will not only be the organizations 
( xpelled from the CIO. 

Senator Humprrey. Yes, surely. 

Mr. Barnasn. May I follow through on the line of questioning that 
I started off with Chairman Herzog / 

Mr. Borr. I will try. 

Mr. Barsasu. Do you see any differences, and what are they, be 
tween the AEC and other defense agencies, in utilizing the footnote 
ob approach / 

Mr. Borr. I do not know. You have a letter from Mr. Dean, and 
you have had Mr. Small’s testimony, which, as. I read it, indicates 

1 difference between the Defense Establishment’s authority and the 
AEC s authority. I think those two people are the best judges of 
what their own laws permit. The AEC thought that its law per 
mitted the action which it took. You recall also that two officers 
of the union involved were not in compliance at the time the pro 
ceeding started. It was. I think. a Government-owned installation, 
and perhaps their security law is broader and gives them more author 
ity than the combination of security laws which Mr. Small talked 
about, and you recall he said there was further legislation unde 


consideration on security. They feel they do not have enough. 
Perh: aps if they oet all of that they might he able to do the same 
thing. They feel there is a difference. I do not know what the 


ditference,is. I did not have to meet the AEC problem. The Board 
cid not have to meet it. They met it in the sense that they put that 
footnote In. That was a se the union did not win the election. 
There was never a refusal to bargain charge. But to volunteer 

which you should never tes in this business—to 20 on to the next 
point, I do not think that we can refuse to prosecute a case because 
the Munitions Board or the Department ot Defense state to a con 
tractor that the union has not cleared their security rules. T think 
that isa lawsuit. That I think is a pure question of law, not of fact 
We would assume the facts to be true, that they thought that the 
organization was subversive. I do not think we would maké ar 
independent investigation, because the independent investigation 
would only determine that the emplover and the Munitions Board 
were acting in good faith when they believed it. But it would be 
a pure question of law, and my view, as to whether Congress intended 
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such aresult. And Ido not think we can do it unless Congress changes 
the law. 

Mr. Barsasu. Could you put in a footnote 56 in a representation 
proceeding 4 

Mr. Borr. I cannot put anything in a representation proceeding. 

Mr. Barsasu. I understand. 

Mr. Borr. I do not have much to add to what Mr. Herzog said. 
I do not know whether you can or not. I was not in the AEC ar- 
rangements with the Board. That was a representation case, and I was 
not general counsel at the time, and I might not have been consulted 
anyway, because it was strictly a oe case. But 1 do not 
know whether they could put that footnote in. I do not know whether 
I want to see those footnotes in Board decisions. I do not know 
whether we, the National Labor Relations Board, or whether the Con- 
gress wants any agency (without clear authority in law) to determine 
that in its view a labor organization is not fit to bargain with an em- 
ployer. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is a big power to give to people that are 
not too much subject to public control. 

Mr. Bort. I am assuming even with that statement that there would 
be adequate hearings, and we have no right even to assume that. I 
have no evidence that that is the case. We have all thought so much 
about this. What I say, of course, might change if the war situation 
were worse. I refer you to Mr. Joel Seidman’s answer to this com- 
mittee in which he pointed out that when you legislate, you must 
legislate in the light of the seriousness of the situation. It is a matter 
of personal belief in every case as to how clear and present the 
danger is and how restrictive you want to make your legislation. 
In a serious war situation, you would not only have the legislation 
which Mr. Small referred to as contemplated, the elimination of 
people from defense plants, but vou might want to say that there 
should be a quick hearing or procedure to determine that an organ 
ization cannot bargain. You have lots of power in wartime, ob- 
viously, that you do not have in peace or in a cold war. 

Senator Humpurey. You do not have any more power; you just 
exercised it. I think we ought to make that very clear. The only pow 
ers you have are the constitutional powers, and they are not any 
greater in war than in peacetime, except for the exercise thereof. 

Mr. Borr. Under the Dennis case and the old case, the Gitlow case, 
perhaps it is semantics, but the exercise of the saline depends on the 
seriousness of the situation. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Bott, we have to conclude here. I feel that 
the purpose of this hearing is one of investigation. It is one of better 
understanding of the difficulties of a free people and its free institu- 
tions of government to deal with subversive influences, those forces 
which would work to the disadvantage of the security of the country 
and its people. We are confronted here domestically with what we 
are confronted with internationally. How does a republic with rep- 
resentative institutions of government meet the unorthodox methods 
and techniques of a totalitarian power and its agents? That is just 
about what the situation boils down to. 

Mr. Borr. Senator, in one of the original drafts of the letter we sent 
to you was this statement, and in the rewriting and making it short, 
it was cut out. Someone said, “We must not overlock the broadening 
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of our own moral and economic horizons.” That sounds perhaps trite 
today, but it is as true now as it ever was. I refer you also to the very 
short letter you got from Leon Depres, an attorney I knew in C hicago, 
who said he would _ to know why, and someone ought to find out, 
do the workers vote for the union which has been identified as a left- 
wing union. You might take some of the funds Congress has given 
to us fot the 9 (h) filings and make a survey of why 4,000 people in a 
certain plant voted “Yes, we want the union whose officers have refused 
co answer the question, ‘Are you a Communist ? ’ 

Senator Humpnurery. I think that would be a very important study. 
( think that would be a very important study to have made. If you 
have any loose funds running around, may I suggest that you m: ake it. 

Mr. Borr. We are going to ask you for more. 

Senator Humrnrey. If you want to come up and ask for funds, 
and I can be of any help in getting them for that kind of study, I think 
that would be a very, very important study. 

Even the worst crities of the trade-unions will admit quite frankly 
that the overwhelming majority of the workers organized in Ameri 
can unions, AFL, CIO, Mine Workers, railroad brotherhoods, and 
the independent unions, some of which have been expelled from 
the CIO, that the overwhelming majority of these people are just not 
Communists at all. They do not even have a thought that approxi- 
mates it. et they support an organization that has refused to com- 
ply with 9 (h) or that has members that are publicly known as mem- 
bers of the C ommunist Party or ex-members. Why? I do not think 
this subcommittee is going to find out that answer, I will be very frank. 
I think it is an answer that ought to be sought for and surely some of 
our great universities that have great research funds could be making 
a contribution to the public by investigating that. This is a great 
problem in our country. What is it that happens? 

Mr. Borr. I do not know. 

Senator Humpurey. I think we have agreed on that. 

Now, go ahead, if you have anything more. I have a quorum call 
to answer. 

Mr. Borr. I do not think I have anything important. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Bott, your presence here is appreciated. 
May I say that we of the committee are very happy that you are the 
general counsel. We respect the good work you are doing. We may 
want to call upon you again for further testimony and further infor- 
mation, 

I do want to thank you for what you have already presented to the 
committee in response to our questionnaire. We are going to publish 
these hearings. We are going to publish supplemental documents as 
we go along. I believe the job of Congress is not only to legislate, but 
to inform and educate. Sometimes it is very important that we do a 
little educating before we do the legislating. Frequently I am afraid 
some have legislated and had to come around later on and educate 
themselves as to why a particular action was taken. 

Mr. Borr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be before 
this committee. 

(Thereupon at 12:25 p.m.,a recess was taken until 10 a. m., Wednes 
day, March 19, 1952.) 


COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND 
NATIONAL SECURITY 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 19, 1952 


Unirep STatres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON LapBor 
AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, dD. (;. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the old 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey, chair 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey and Morse. 

Present also: Jack Barbash, staff director: Merton C. Bernstein. 
subcommittee counsel; Max M. Kampelman, legislative counsel to 
Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humpurey. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, would you just like to go ahead and present your 
statement? Mi: iy I say there are a number of hear ings on this morn 
ing, two of which I should be at, besides this one, SO our colleagues 
have not all been able to be present. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MAURICE J. TOBIN, UNITED STATES 
SECRETARY OF LABOR 


Secretary Torin. I can appreciate what they are up against today. 

I welcome this peers to appear be fore this committee and 
testify on the difficult, but important, problem of Communist domina 
tion of certain unions and the national security. I appreciate the 
thorough manner in which the committee is inquiring into this sensi 
tive question and the earnest effort it is making to emerge with an 
answer which is most nearly correct. I say “most nearly correct” 
because I do not think that anybody can arrive at an entire ly suitable 
solution in this field. 

It is the unfortunate fact that there are certain unions—some of 
them in highly essential and strategic industries—which are Com- 
munist-dominated and that the Communist domination of these unions 
represents a threat to the national security. I think it is highly im 
portant to rid these unions of Communist domination or to insure that 
they will not be in a position to be dangerous to our security. We 
should try to accomplish this objective without at the same time pro 
viding means for the hampering of bona fide unions in the attainment 
of their legitimate objective or injecting the Government too far into 
the regulation of the internal affairs of unions. 

One does not have to be a student of Marxism to know that trade 
unions are prime targets of the Communist movement. Communists 
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have always identified themselves with the workingman; have pre- 
tended to be interested in the advancement of the interests of workers. 
They have penetrated unions in all countries and have attempted to 
use them as a means of capturing political power. It is not surprising 
that, by the use of their usual techniques, they have succeeded in gain- 
ing control in a very few unions in this country. 

So long as these unions remain under the control of Communists 
we are confronted with the danger that their Communist leaders will 
use the legitimate grievances and aspirations of their members to 
lead them into strikes which, while ostensibly for good trade-union 
objectives, are designed to disrupt the defense program and, thereby, 
to advance the foreign policy of Soviet Russia. A vood example ot 
a poltical strike designed to hinder defense production was the North 
American Aircraft strike in 1941, which was aptly described by Presi- 
dent. Roosevelt as “not a bona fide labor dispute, but a form of alien 
sabotage, inspired and directed by Communist forces, interested not 
in the advancement of labor, but in the defeat and overthrow of the 
U) ited States.” There were a humoer ot such Communist-inspired 
strikes in the period from 1939 to June of 1941. 

Senator Humrurey. Mr. Secretary, just for the record, I think you 
will recall that following the attack upon the Soviet Union by Nazi 
ies that these strikes were c alled off rather rapidly. 

Secretary Ton. ‘The party line changed immediately upon the 
a AZIS € rossing the border. 

ator Humpurey. And the Communist-dominated union in that 
instance followed the foreign polic vy or the party line as handed down 
from the Politburo. We have seen that happen time after time in 
many areas of American life where there have been Communist-front 
organizations. as well as a few Communist-dominated trade-unions. 

Secretary ‘ToBrn. You have a complete record of the comparison in 
here in the communication from the president of the International 
Union of Electrical Workers. 

Senator Humrurey. That is correct. I shall not try to interrupt. 
I thought we might just bring out that point and develop it. 

Secretary Tonrn. We should not wait for the pattern to be repeated. 
We should take whatever action is necess: uy to prevent that possibility, 

It hink It is Unnecessary for me to |: tbor the pol nt that I firmly believe 
mn the right of worke rs to choose thei Ir own represe ntatives for collec - 
tive bargaining without restraint or influence, and, as union members, 
to select the officers of their unions. In normal times, 1 would say 
that there should not be the slhichtest abridement of these rights. But 
these are not normal times. Today we are engaged in a world-wide 
struggle against communistie forces: our soldiers, sailors, and airmen 
are engaged in battle against the armed forces of Str gion North 
ai an 1c ( omunaliniiat China. Today | do not think we Ca 1 afford 

e luxury of political strikes by Communist-dominated unions. 

2 think that the threat to our national see urity represented by Com- 
munist domination of certain unions is so serious that legislative action 

necessary. ‘The safety of our Nation should outweigh other con 
siderations. 

First I suggest the enactment of legislation which would make 
illegal for any person who, since January J, 1949, has been a member 
of the C ommunist party o > has taught or advocated the overthrow 
of the Government by an or violence to become or remain an oflicer 
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or an emp lovee of a labor organization. I think it 1s necessary to 
remove Communists not only from the position ot ee but from 
all administrative or policy making appointive or elective posts In 
unions. They should be barred from union emp evan In any ca 
pacity, down to the lowest position. ‘The reason this recommendation 
is phrased in terms of membership since January 1, 1949, is to reach 
those officers of certain unions who, during the period since that date. 
have publicly resigned — the Communist Party in order that they 
may sign the non-Communist affidavit required by section 9 (h) of the 
Taft Hartley Act. ceaaatnae may rec ‘all that I made a proposal 
slinilar to this during Hi test mony before the ¢ ‘ommittee on Lab ] 
nd Public Welfare on S. 249, Mighty first Congress, in January 1948), 
\ Communist is boun d Os his duty to the party to convert f 
union into an instrumentality of communism: his only allegiance 
to the partys and, for this reason, he is unfit to be a union official on 
r the interests of a 


emplovee. He Is ho more capable of represe nth 
trade-union than Is a company spy. 

Although Tam doubtful that additional legislation would be fea 
sible. nevertheless, IT believe that the subcommittee should also give 
serious consideration to amending the National Labor Relations Act. 
so as to treat Communist-dominated unions the same as emplover-dom 
inated unions. 

Senator Humeurey. Mr. Secretary. vou ave now talking about what 
is commonly known as the company union 4 

Secretary Tonry. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Under public policy, a company union 


Secretary Topix. Yes. It is a denial of the declared public policy 
of the United States ClVINne to workers the right to band toget} e) 
in collective organization and to be represented by leaders of their 
own chosn vy. This public policy could hot he Cal ried out if the C90) 
ernment of the United States were to sit idly by and to permit com 
pany dominated unions to operate in the field. 

Senator Humpnurey. The theory there is that a company-dominat 
union is one in which the officitaldom or the management of the un 
rests in the hands of people who are not loval to the interests of t 
workers ind to their legitimate economic and welfare interests. e 
leadersh Pp is rather loyal to the interests of the Management 
compal \ , 

Secretary Torry. In other words. vou could not have free collective 
bargal ne. Management would he represented on both sides of 
the table. 

Senator Humprrey. That is right. Applying that to the Commu 
nist-dominated union, vour thesis is that the Communist has but one 
lovalty and a superior loy: ulty to all others, namely. the lovalty to the 
Communist Party and its policy and program. Therefore, the u 
dividual who isa act he of the Communist Party serving in the ca- 
pacity as an oftie li al of « * leader of il trade union (loes not have his 
prime loyalty to the union, as such, and its legitimate objectives, but 
to the dictates . the policy and program of the Communist Party. 

Secretary TOBIN. That is correct. 

Senator Humrurey. Therefore, the analogy between a company 

on on the one hand and a (‘ommunist-dominated ul ion On the 
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other is to you sound, that there is loyalty on the part of the ‘othicial- 
dom of both unions which is not to the interest of the union. but to 
some other interest beyond that which is to be represented by free 
collective bargaining and honest trade-unionism. 

Secretary Topix. That is correct. 

Senator Humpnrey. | am pleased to see you bring this point out. 
This is one that some people ae discussed in some detail. We have 
had some letters on this very same issue, and we shall go into it in 
more detail. It is questionable what the committee may feel about 
this type of approach to the Communist problem in unions, but at least 
it isa field that should be explored, and we shall surely follow up your 
cuggestion. 

Secretary Tosry. Thank you very much, Senator. 

In this way, barg raining’ with these unions would become an unfair 
lnbor practice. Justification for this approach can be found in the 
fact that Communist-dominated unions do not act in the ultimate 
interests of the e mplovees the ‘Vv represent. The politic al objectives ot 
such unions are par amount and the ec onomic interests of their mem- 
bers are subordinated to these objec tives. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, under date of July 5, 1941, 
the former chief economist of the NLRB, Mr. David J. Saposs, wrote 
an article entitled, “Teachers, Machinists, Shipyard Workers Show 
Labor the Way To Clean Out Communists,” published in the New 
Leader. This very analogy which you are now citing is discussed. ] 
just quote a portion. Speaking first about company domination : 

And when company-dominated unions tried to disguise themselves by alleged) 
going independent it was possible through painstaking research and investigation 
to gather data exposing the masquerade. Notwithstanding that the courts were 
skeptical and not too sympathetic to union organization the evidence was so 

nelusive that they sustained the outlawing of company unions 

\ similar historic and economic approach should make it possible to outlaw 
Communist or other totalitarian-dominated unions It should be possible to 
show that Communists are no more interested in effective collective bargaining 
than antinnion employers; that they are primarily interested in disturbed and 
instable labor relations: that they aim to circumvent the will of the rank 
and file for genuine union objectives through subterfuges and the raising of 
extraneous issues: that they are ordered and directed by an outside force, in 
this case a foreign country; that their revolutionary objective runs counter to 
the legitimate objectives of unions interested in the immediate improvement ol 
he conditions of their members 

However, I want to reaffirm my position that public exposé and union hous 

eaning are the preferable methods 

Secretary Torin. Under the National Labor Relations Act it is an 
unfair labor practice fora company to “dominate or interfere * or 
contribute financial or other sup port to” any labor organization. The 
theory of this section of the statute is th: ata union cannot properly rep 
resent the interests of emp lo vees if it is financed or r controlled bv a 
company. U nder this provision of the law, Bers enciclin Be 
unions have been disestablished by order of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, and these unions have been forbidden the right to repre- 
sent employees in collective bargaining. An analogous proposal cover- 
ng Communist-dominated unions might require that upon the filing 
of charges, appropriate investigation, public hearings, and so on, the 
Board could find that a union is Communist-dominated and therefore 
not eligible to represent employees in collective bargaining. 
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At the same time this approach to the problem is not without its 
difficulties. It would require the Board to engage in an entirely differ- 
ent type of inquiry from that undertaken with respect to any of its 
other types of cases. It would have to establish criteria by which to 
determine if a union is Communist-dominated. It did this effectively 
however, in the case of employer-dominated unions, at a time when 
that concept had been unexplored. While it would be a new subject 
matter for the Board, the technique of investigation, analysis, and 
judicial determination would not, in my opinion, be novel or imprac 
tical. 

The Board has been able to meet the administrative burdens im 
posed upon it by the maze of new and totally different provisions of 
the Taft-Hartley Act. Given sufficient staff and funds to prevent 
other work of the Board from suffering, I believe that the Board 
can also cope effectively with Communist-dominated unions. 

This proposal] may present some threat to the activities of unions 
which in no sense could be considered as anything but loyal. There 
will be some employers, even at this date, not recone iled to trade 
unionism, Who will take advantage of such a provision by making 
frivolous charges of Communist-domination against unions engaged in 
organizing their employees. Tam convinced, however, that the Board 
can, and in administering any such proposal should, be given ad 
ministrative discretion to establish criteria for deciding the question 
of Communist domination. I am also convinced that procedural 
standards and safeguards can be established to screen out frivolous 
charges and quickly dlispos e of them, without pairing the legiti 
mate rights of workers to organize and bargain through umions of 
their own choosing. 

At the present time Communist-dominated unions, so long as their 
officers have filed the required non-Communist affidavits, are treated 
the same under the National Labor Relations Act as are bona — 
unions. Under appropriate conditions, they have to be certified ; 
hargaining agents: in effect receiving the imprimatur of a government 
which they seek to destroy. As a union certified to represent their 
employees, employers are required to bargain with them. 

Much can be said for stripping these Communist-dominated unions 
of the legal standing they enjoy under the National Labor Relations 
Act. <As you know, it h; as been alleged that certain employers, for 
various reasons, find it to their advantage to do business with Com 
munist-dominated unions. If the legal compulsion to recognize these 
unions were removed, it would be difficult for a patriotic employer to 
justify any further relations with a union found to be Communist- 
controlled. 

Despite these arguments, there nevertheless remains the possibility 
that any new legislation amending the National Labor Relations Act 
along the lines of this proposal might in practice have the effect of 
unduly hampering the legitimate activities of loyal unions. For this 
reason I hesitate unqualifiedly to recommend this proposal. More- 
over in any enactment of such a provision there should also be estab- 
lished a “watchdog committee” to keep a careful eve on its administra- 
tion. This committee should make recommendations to the Board 
with respect to improving the administration of the provision and 
should make appropriate recommendations to the Congress with re 
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spect to any needed changes in the law. This committee should make 
recommendations to the Board with respect. to improving the admin- 
istration of the provision and should make appropriate recommenda 
tions to the Congress with respect to any needed changes in the law, 
This committee should be tripartite in composition, having as members 
represent tives of the public, of management, and of labor. 

There is no doubt of the loyalty and patriotism of the vast majority 
of union members, including most of the members of those unions 
which are Communist dominated. There is also no doubt of the 
lovalty and patriotism of the leadership of the AFL, the CIO, the 
UMW, and of the unaffihated railroad brotherhoods and many other 
independent unions. The AFL and the CLO through their leadership 

the International ¢ Confederation oft Free ‘Trade Unions, are per- 

ing a most valuable service in rallying the non-Communist 
unions of the worl reser cause, 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Secretary, at that point, is it not true that 
the American trade-unions took the leadership in withdrawing from 

he Communist dominated international organization, the Wor ld Fed- 
eration of Trade Unions? 

secretary Topin. The At erican Federation of Labor Was hot a 
member. 

Senator Humpnrey. The CLO did. 

Secretary Torry. The Congress of Industrial Organizations with- 
drew and at the same time in concert with the American Federation of 
Labor worked together in the establishment of the new International 
Confederation of Free Trade U nions, 

Senator Humpurey. I think it is also true that our own American 

have done a ovreatl deal In sole of the european countries, 


particularly in France, to give a lift and helping hand to the free 
tr ue unions that are putting up a hard struggle against the French 
Confederation of Labor which is the Communist-dominated ore@ani 


ZATION. 

Secretary Torrx. IT wish that all Americans could know the won 
‘ful contribution that has been made by the American Federation 
whor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations in helping 
» struggling free, anti-communistic trade unions to establish them 
Ss. Dur ar the war every effort was made by he ndereover 
vents of the Kremlin to take over the trade-unions of France. which 
vere not Communist-dominated before the war. They ended up 
with title to most of the headquarter ‘s. the treasury, the mac hinery, 
and the membership of these organizations, and it was a difficult strug 
build back from seratch, and large sums. of money were sent 
Lo Kurope and olven to the courageous leaders of the free trade-union 
movement in their endeavors to build new, free. non-Communist-dom 
mated unions. It is il work that should be better known by more of 

the people in America than know about it at the present time. 
Senator Humpurey. It surely is. It seems to me that it is some- 
thing which should be greater emphasized even in our official reports 
from the State Department and Foreign Service offices. I had the 
privilege of visiting eight European countries this year, and in each 
of these countries I talked with the trade-union people. I talked 
with, for example—I spent a good deal of time in Austria—with 
people in the a Democratic Party and the trade-unions of Austria. 
Phe American people should know about the courage and the strength 
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of these people when the Communists in October of 1950 called a gen- 
eral strike in all of Vienna, and literally barricaded the offices and 
the factories. The workers during that period of time had to take 
licking of about a 5-percent reduction in real wages because of 
price-wage readjustment that was enacted by the Government. The 
free trade-union leadership was obviously confronted with a very 
serious psychological situation, because the standard of living is very 
low. The question was, should they make any efforts aoe Linist this 
Communist-inspired political strike, literally cutting down and stop 
ping all production in Vienna. 

After one night of deliberation, these workers, after having been 
consulted with and advised by their leaders, literally went into these 
plants with bare fists and threw out the Communist pickets, and those 
that were literally inside of the plant. It was one of the greatest 
demonstrations of physical courage and of spinitui al courage that a 
trade-union has ever demonstrated. I tell you it Was a most Impressive 
thing. 

I talked with the leaders of the Austrian unions when [I was in 
\ustria. In Norway LT talked with the Norwegian labor movements, 
the same thing in Sweden, Denmark, and many of them in France, 
Western Germany, and Britain. Tam afraid that the average Ameri 

“un citizen, just as vou say, Mr. Secretary, has no comprehension of 
the valiant work that is being done by these hard-working people. and 
their very able leadership. The leadership of the free trade-unions in 
the European area isa very intelligent, practical leadership. 

Let me pay tribute to our labor attachés and men you work with 
in vour department. The spirit of friendship and of understanding 
het een the American labor attachés with the labor movement in the 
Kuropean countries deserves real praise, ‘here Is ho area 11) Murope 
that isas vital tocar for the future, possibly with the exception of our 
Mutual Security Program. as the contacts we have with these free 
trade-union movements, and the time is lone overdue for an appraisal 
of the work they have done, anid soTne honor should he bestowed upon 
them just hy COMMON understanding on the part of our people. nd 
your 1 epartment, Mr. Sex retary, has done an admirable job in Wot kine 
with some of these representatives of ours who are attached to the 
embassies, I met most of them, and I ean tell you very honestly that 
I went there with a critical eve, and not with the thought of coming 
nome with praise. But of all the people we have who do a job for us, 
| frankly can say that the people we have as labor attachés with 
EC \ and thos e attac hed to our en ibass] les hi ive possib ly done Us Tore 
good with the rank and file of the people than anyone else. These 
people really get down and talk with the average person. 

Secretary Tosrn. Senator, Lan very rie py to have you say a word 
In praise of the outstanding work that is being done by our labor 
attaches. IT think their work is as amentanl as any other performed 
by our embassies and our other agencies In connection with economic 
aid and the like. To was very much interested in our discussion of 
Austria. Fortunately, the Austrian trade-union movement did not 
come under the domination of undercover Ccommunistic workers 
They made endeavors, but they came out of the war with the st rength 
remaining in the hand of the free trade-unions. As a result, they 
were unable to build any great strength in the country, and it was 
certainly an encouragement to me to see that in the last elections there 
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in that country, including the areas that are Russian controlled—but 
fortunately they have governments that are Austrian local govern- 
ments in those areas, democratically elected—the total vote was 97 
percent for freedom and only 3 percent for Communists. 

Senator Humpnurey. That is correct. I want to say again, Mr. 
Secretary, that this Congress, this Government, and the people of this 
country, would be wise and prudent to place more emphasis upon 
our labor attachés and the deve lopment of communication and inter- 
change of the Labor Department and of our foreign service with 
labor abroad. 

By the way, may I just say a word—now I get a chance to give a 
speec hy and do a little preac hin 1\o—! he Am Ticah press shoul | under 
stund one thing, that aia the most effective anti-Conmnunists in 
Kurope are Social Democrats. This may not be politically popular for 
me, but it is as true asthe Ten Commandments. The yv understand the 
ie ge a they know how to fight them. They really have done 
a job, If we spe nd a little more monev in bringing these people to 
America on an exchange program instead of sending them pamphlets, 
we would even have more loyal friends. 

{ came back with two observations. The few dollars that we spent 
on our labor attachés yielded results for good, many times over. I 
have talked to dozens of people who have visited European countries. 
I have talked to not only officials, but plain citizens from my part of 
the country who have come back, and tian say the same thing. Every 
person we can bring over to the United States, for 3 months ora vear, 
on an exchange program, is immediately valuable in improving mu 
tual understanding between this country and our free alhes. Each is 
worth 100 radio broadcasts. The voice of the people is much better 
than the Voice of America. 

Communism is not going to make headway in the Bank of France. 
It is not going to make headway in the top cartels of Germany. But 
it can make headw: ay in the worker movement. and the people that 
should be honored for the valiant service they have performed for 
freedom are the people who stood up and fought them on the pie ‘ket 
lines, in the union meetings, in the negotiations between employer and 
employee. They have really taken the rap. I pay tribute to them. 

[ am glad this came up this morning because it is something that 
I wanted to say publicly and for the record a long time. I was never 
so impressed in my life than with those two areas of our foreign pol- 
icy, areas which are underfinanced and are surely the most under- 
prin ileged ot our foreign policy. 

Secretary Tosrn. I heartily agree with you. The exchange pro- 
gram has been extremely beneficial and it is the one that should be 
expanded. I am also tremendously pleased how peoples with varying 
ideologies have banded together in common cause against totalitarian 
dictatorship and slavery. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is right. 

Secretary Tortn. And the cooperation and ability they have dem- 
onstrated to get along together in a common cause to preserve thei 
freedom should be an inspiration to us, and the way they have built 
back their economies with a strength that will withstand any pressures 

Senator Humpnrey. I think the American self-appointed anti 
Communists would do themselves a lot of good if they would go to 
Norway for 2 weeks and talk to leaders who have fought Communists 
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and Nazis. Some of our self-appointed anti-Communists have not 
come closer to the Communists than the last edition of the Daily 
Worker 2,000 miles away. It would be a great service to this Con- 
gress if everybody who is a militant anti-Communist and particularly 
trafficks in the trade would go over and really meet someone who is an 
anti-Communist, effectively so, and had to do the job on the battle 
ground. 

Secretary Topix. And learn what the real battleground is, and how 
best to combat it. T alking about Norw: ay, one of the best studies we 
ever had was made by a committee of Norwegian trade-unions, who 
were invited into Russia, and while there they made detailed checks 
on the prices for all of the commodities that entered into the average 
workingman's family budget, ~ they came out with a report that 
showed that Norway enjoyed ; living standard about three times 
better than the average Russian wish: We have a pamphlet in the 
Labor Department that we use as a base, statistics compiled by this 
committee of Norwegian trade-unions. The only answer that the 
Communist-dominated papers of Norway had to the presentation of 
the committee was that they did not make mention of the very low 
price for housing in Russia. The answer made by the Norwegian 
group. “Yes, for housing, such as it is.” They did not deny any of 
the other comparisons that had been made by the committee, which 
indicated that they did agree that the report was a factual one, and 
there is a tendency, and a strong feeling upon the part of most of the 
workers of Western Europe to preserve their freedom. There is still 
quite a problem in France. 

Senator Humpurey. Indeed there is. 

Secretary Topix. It is all because the Communist underground 
was able to take over the whole trade-union movement during the war. 
They were not thinking of a peaceful postwar period. They were not 
thinking of how the world was going to get along in a peaceful man 
ner. They were thinking of how they were going to dominate the 
world, and they were working to that end all during the time the war 
was on in France. It is one of the difficult problems we have to con 
tend with today. 

Senator Humpnurey. Just to conclude my observations on this, Mr. 
Secretary, after having been around for 6 weeks and talking with 
many people, about 18 hours a day, meeting after meeting, I met with 
all the top officers of the Norwegian Federation of Labor, the same 
in Sweden, Denmark, Austria, Western Germany, and many of them 
in Great Britain, the one country that really struck my fanc y about 
the kind of effective policy they have, besides Austria, was Norway. 
I know when I was in Austria, and talked with some of the leaders, 
they a? told me that they were on the Communist list. If the 
Communists took over, they would be liquidated. For example, Dr. 
Pollock, al isa very able journalist and editor of a great labor news 
paper, came to the United States. He came here on the exchange pro 
gram not as a friend to America, but went back as a real friend. Our 
own Ambassador told me he was among our greatest assets in terms 
of bringing understanding bet ween the countries. 

Proceed, Mr. Secretary. This is off the point, but it is a very 
interesting subject, may I say. 

Secretary Topix, Thank you, Senator. 
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Senator Humernrry. I have great admiration for those people, and 
I can think of some Senators and Congressman who ought to meet 
some of them. 

Secretary Torin. The CLO courageously met the issue of Commu- 
nist influence in certain of its affiliates by expelling them after appro- 
priate procedures. The CIO performed a great service to the country 
by this action. particularly by its identification of the unions in ques- 
tion. The problem is not completely solved. Communist-dominated 
unions are still representing thousands of workers, some in industries 
vital to the defense effort. The job has to be finished by appropriate 
governmental action which will remove Communists from positions 
of power in all labor organizations. 

That is ni proposal, to make it a crime for Communists to hold 
office as an officer in a trade-union. It will place greater power in 
the hands of the Department of Justice in the handling of Commu 
nists, and those who believe in the overthrow of our Government 
who are holding office in trade-unions. The subcommittee should also 
consider stripping from the Communist dominated unions the cloak 
of respectability which they now wear as labor organizations. 

(The article is as follows:) 


TEA IERS, MACHINISTS, SHIPYARD WORKERS SHow LABor THE WAY To CLEAN OvuT 


By David J. Saposs, formerly Chief Economist, NLRB) 


In spite of the loyalty and patriotism of over 991, percent of tl \ rican 
‘ ers, Subversive elements of the totalitarian sti 1 have wormed theniselves 
strateg positions in some unions They have already done much damage 
oO more unless checked and finally eliminated Not only are these indi 
=> SS eg ly ed bu hey ive powell ] resources in the form « 
V, propag sts i ‘ nd be ghited ft \ evelers Th ive 
hits ed the cont } rank a and a ve Pp or 
or il And their net . es have a Te 
I hy ¢ } { Por ) egis on which d eriy r desty 
s. While s im) nt that we aid Si Russia as against N Ge 
‘ We Col ir vig ‘ gainst Com S ti 
, 
» Ne s t Stigat roul ! ed strike ind th iga- 
( ‘ he Communist and othe iriay k are perverting 
ny of the 1 ved liberal p ples and slog: So far this has proved 
Herp n enabling ther oO mask the torous S Just as they have 
ised the united front and collective security aspirations, so are they now 
aking capital and thereby discrediting other laudable ideals dear 1 the 


pions of dem«e cracy. 


Thus. when Communists and other totalitarinans are detected in their m 
chinations and prowlings, immediately the cry is raised of infringement of 

nstitutional rights Indeed a front organization actually has appropriates 
these last two words for its euphon S title Since when does our bill of 
rights and constitution protect renuson ? Likewise, the charge of interference 
with civil liberties is raised whet ttempts are made l¢ heck the dissemination 


seditious literature and othe SubDVersive ACcTIVIT1les 


The claim is also made that unions must grant membership to Commiunist 
nd other totalitarians because unions must me discriminate on account of 
e, creed, color or political beliefs. But unions bave always reserved the right 
<elf-preservatior Those disloyal to the principles of organized labor were 
Wavs excludes Certainly Communists and other totalitarians, who are fu 
mentally opposed to free uniens and the attainment of trade union objectives 
not ever be loval trade nion members Moreover, the history of the Cor 


et ind othe totalit rial LTonps s} Ws conelusir x that thes ent 
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must not be treated as honest and responsible oppositions and minority groups 


Phey do not respect the democratic rules of the gaine. Now that Nazi Germany 
has declared war on Soviet Russia, the Communists are attempting to shift 
emphasis trom a war for democracy to a war to save Communism 

It is preferable that the house cleaning of subversive elements be done by the 
unions themselves. Most unions have been cognizant of the evil and have at 
tempted to cope with it. A considerable number of the unions have constitutiona 
provisions barring membership to Communists, Nazis, Fascists, and other sub 
versive groups. Paper provisions alone are, of Course, not sufficient Vigilant 
and unequivocal action is imperative 

Recent events indicate that some unions are seriously and effectively cleaning 
house They are setting an excellent example for the others. The machinists 
have done a good job among its members at the Boeing Aeroplane factory in 
Seattle rhe problem is being vigorously attacked in Minneapolis by the Team 

‘s’ Union. The top leadership of the UAW-CTO has done a good job in con 
nection with the North American Aviation strike Its local at the Brewster 
\eroplane Co, of Long Island is also energetically applying itself in the same 

ti lam told that this International intends to follow up this good work 

theoming convention Another union which has demonstrated its alert 

Industrial Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Workers, which recently 
ommunists from its Baltimore tocal 

union that deserves our most profound admiration and gratitude is a 

despised” intellectuals, namely, the American Federation of Teachers 

icnlous, systematic and intelligent handling of a most aggravating and 

lifficult problem against a powerfully entrenched and unscrupulous group stands 

out as a monumental guide post for others to follow. Their effective educational! 

campaign which made it possible to carry a referendum vote against a group 

that is past master in the use of all tricks of deception is indeed something to 

cCotliment 

But some close students of the subject question the ability of the union move 
ment to completely clean house. It is their contention that the Communists are 
too strongly entrenched in some unions to be dislodged by membership i 
alone. Moreover, they fear that fascist and other subversive elements may also 
become firmly established in some unions. Tt is their opinion that in these ir 
stances government intervention is necessary. 

Some persons advocate, therefore, an amendment to the NLRA outlawing 
Communist and other totalitarian dominated unions. This procedure is designed 
to parallel the provisions outlawing company-dominated unions. They maintain 
that it would be just as easy to expose Communist and other totalitarian-domi 
nated unions as it has been to detect company-dominated unions. While I believe 
it would be much more difficult to discover and expose Communist-dominated 
unions it Would seem to me that such a procedure is practicable. Emphasizing my 
preference for union house cleaning, 1 want merely to discuss the practicability 
of this suggestion 

Based on over five vears experience as Chief Feonomist of the, NLRB, and ove) 
a quarter of a century as a student of labor, I believe that by using the NLRB 
technique in prosecuting company dominated unions the same results should 
be attained. In the former case it was shown that Company unions were inspired 
initiated and directed by anti-union employer sources. The literature, the ideas, 
the activities of employer anti-union elements were replete with evidence of 
company domination. And when company dominated unions tried to disguise 
themselves by allegedly going independent it was possible through painstaking 
research and investigation to gather data exposing the masquerade. Notwith 
standing that the courts were skeptical and not too sympathetic to union organ 
zation the evidence was so conclusive that they sustained the outlawing of 
company unions 

A similar historic and economic approach should make it possible to outlaw 
Communist or other totalitarian dominated unions. It should be possible to show 
that Communists are no more interested in effective collective bargaining than 
anti-union employers: that they are primarily interested in disturbed and un 
stable labor relations: that they aim to circumvent the will of the rank and file 
for genuine union objectives through subterfuges and the raising of extraneous 
issues; that they are ordered and directed by an outside force, in this case a for 
eign country: and that their revolutionary objective runs counter to the legitimate 
objectives of unions interested in the immediate improvement of the conditions 
of their members 
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However, I want to reaffirm my position that public exposé and union house 
cleaning are the preferable methods. 

Senator Humrurey. Mr. Secretary, thank you very much for your 
statement. Ihave only a couple of questions to ask you. 

Yesterday we had Mr. Herzog before us. He dealt as some length 
on the point which you have discussed with us today, that of em- 
powering the National Labor Relations Board with some fact-finding 
authority and administrative discretion in determining whether or not 
a union is a Communist-dominated union. 

First of all. let me Say that Iam glad to see two de partments of Gov- 
ernment come in with different points of view. I sometimes get wor 
ried that we have so much clearance that we never get any freedom 
of thought. It is very refreshing to see the Secretary of a Depart 
ment come down and have a different point of view from that of the 
head of another agency. It proves that there is still competition of 
deas in the Government, and that is a healthy thing. 

Mr. Herzog, speaking about Communist-dominated union organiza 
tions, said: 

We doubt, however, whether it would be advisable to modify the Board's 
existing affirmative authority by conferring upon it, as suggested by some, the 
power and responsibility of determining whether a particular labor organiza- 
tion is in fact Communist-dominated. As noted at the ontset of this statement, 
Congress wisely spared the NLRB that task in 1947, although it had been imposed 
in earlier versions of that year’s legislation. We believe that it would be a 

stake to change that approach today. There are two principal reasons: 
First, if this Board is expert in anything, it is in the area of collective bargain 
ing. The field of subversive activities, where proof is notoriously difficult. to 
obtain, calls for a different sort of expertise and for special investigation tech 

iques, not only unfamiliar to our staff but inconsistent with the open-court 
procedures of a quasi-judicial agency 


| thought vou ought to know that Mr. Herzog made that kind of 


statement. 

Secretary Torin. [ would imagine that the National Labor Rela 
tions Board had a very difficult task when they started out to lay down 
criteria upon whie hy thev woul {1 determine th: at unions were company 
dominated. The document that vou read a little while uwgo Was 
vritten by Mr. Saposs, who was the one that did most of the work i1 
laving down the criteria that would be used as the basis for determin 
ne the any dominated Wwhnions, Apparently from ee yor ] read. he 
IS ¢ » be lief that a set of criteria could be establi shed t it would 
ech he Board to handle this kind of program. Then I would 
imagine that the chairman of the Board is worried over the f 
he vould probably not have sufficient help to carry out the functions 
they are performing at the present time. 

Senator Humpnrey. That was the second point, Mr. Secretary. Hi 
said that— ‘ 
the speedy conduct of elections and remedying of unfair labor practices, which 
continue to be our goal, would be completely frustrated if any employer or con 
peting labor organization were free to delay Board proceedings indefinitely, by 
demanding a long collateral investigation of the issue or whether a particular 
union was or was not Communist-dominated. 


I think that isa very practical problem. 

Secretary Tonry. I think the best way for me to answer your ques- 
tion is to say that I appreciate it is a difficult one. I racked my brain 
as to how best this problem could be handled with justice to free trade- 
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unions, and at the same time the protection of the United States of 
Americe. This is the best idea that I think has been suggested and it 
would be a challenge to set up the kind of criteria that would be es- 
sential to a just and equitable job, but I think it could be done. 

Senator Humpenrey. Does not one have to think about this not as 
un academic question or debate over theory but as a very practical 
problem. Let us assume that the international situation became more 
difficult. Let us assume that it became more tense. It is quite bad 
now. Are we not then confronted with a very urgent, immediate situ 
ation which will call for extraordinary efforts on the part of Gov- 
ernment? I can plainly see where in canal — without any great 
defense production, without any great critical or sensitive areas of 
industrial production, that you might want to more or less go along in 
the established pattern, But when we are faced with a dire national 
or international emergency—after all. we are spending about S70 
billion a vear—if it is that significant, perhaps we ought to proceed 
along more comprehensive lines than we have before. I think that 
ought to be given consideration. 

Secretary Topix. Yes, and over 100,000 American boys have a real 
ization of what this struggle is all about, who have either been killed 
or wounded in Korea. But I do appreciate the dangers that are in- 
herent in the proposal. That is why I further suggested that we have 
a tripartite watchdog committee or commission to watch its operations 
and to report immediately to the Congress in the event that the objec- 
tives that we have attempted to achieve are not being accomplished 
in the manner that we expected would be possible. There is no ques 
tion in my mind but what many employers who are not as yet ready 
to accept the principle of free collective bargaining and the guaran 
teed right of workers to organize would raise the communistic issue 
ina false manner. ‘Then there would be a great responsibility resting 
upon the Board to turn frivolous cases down with rapidity. It is a 
great challenge, and [ can appreciate the hesitancy o which the 
Board would want to enter upon administering the law, but T believe 
if they could successfully handle it with justice in the case of com 
pans dominated unions, I have a feeling they could handle this in 
a successful manner. 

Senator Humpurey. Also, is it not possible that if some of the 
injunction powers which are now incorporated in the Taft-Hartley 
Act were modified or removed, that some of the stalemate which is pro 
duced in labor-management negotiations might be eliminated. and 
more attention could be applied to what T consider to be a more seri 
ous problem, that of the threat to our national security / 

Secretary Tosrn. Yes. The communication from the Secretary 
of the American Federation of Labor clearly points out the handicap 
under which unions operate today under the Taft-Hartley law which 
makes it almost impossible for them to remove even from union mem- 
bership a man for any cause other than failure to pay dues. Even the 
fact that they want to remove a Communist, as a practical matter, 
they are stop ped from doing it under the law if the man is paying 
his dues. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Barbash. 

Mr. Barpasn. I have no questions. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Tobin, thank you very, very much. 
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Secretary Torin. Thank you. 

Senator Humrenrey. I do appreciate the fact that you have given us 
something to point our efforts toward. Again I thank you. 

Secretary Torntn. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Our next witness is Mr. Thomas Murray, mem- 
ber of the Atomic Energy Commission. Mr. Murray, I am pleased 
that my colleague, Senator Morse, is here to hear your testimony, 

Senator Morst. How do you do, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Morse, as vou know, the AEC gave 
us valuable information to publish in our reports. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS MURRAY, MEMBER, ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY ROGER HARRIS, DEPUTY GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL; OSCAR SMITH, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF 
ORGANIZATION AND PERSONNEL; AND GERARD SMITH, ASSIST- 
ANT TO COMMISSIONER MURRAY 


Mr. Murray. As vou know, Senator, I am appearing here today 
at your request in substitution for Chairman Dean, who unavoidab ly 
has been delayed out on the coast. 

Senator Humpnurey. Yes, we understand. 

Mr. Murray. With your permission, 1 would like to read a short 
statement, if you coul | bear with me for a few minutes. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Murray. At the outset I would like to say that while we recog- 
nize that Communist domination of unions may be a threat to the 
defense program as a whole, we believe that at present this problem 
is under control in the Atomic Energy program. But you may be 
sure we will continue to watch carefully the activities of allegedly 
Communist-dominated unions working in our general fields, 

AEC production is carried out for the most part in Government- 
owned oh ints. Chairman Dean's letter to you and the accompanying 
documents have outlined the steps taken by the Commission in the 
cases involving the United Electrical Workers at Knolls Atomic 
: ower Laboratory at Schenectady, and the United Public Workers 

Argonne National Laboratory at Chicago. Your subcommittee has 
i lished this correspondence and the attachments in part Il of your 
ae report. [will not take your time to repeat this statement of the 
AEC’s method of controlling this aspect of Communist infiltration. 
This technique has been effective for us in these two cases involving 
Grovernment-owned facilities. However, I am not competent to judge 
how appropriate or effective it would be in cases involving non-AEC 
defense plants or other critical segments of the economy. 

Turning now to the problem of AEC contracts performed in 
privately owned plants—the job of supplying materials and equip- 
ment needed in atomic energy work is a vast one, It involves the 
participation of a large cross section of the American technology and 
industry. Altogether the facilities and special skills of thousands 
of manufacturing firms are involved in supplying the Commission's 
many plants, laboratories, and construction jobs. 

When the items being supplied involve restricted data as defined 
in the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, they are treated as classified mat- 
ter and are given special handling. The procurement of these classi- 
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fied items is carefully safeguarded at every stage, in the same manner 
that the classified direct operations of the Commission are safe- 
guarded. For example, all persons working on them, having access 
to restricted data, are subject to the same security investigation and 
clearance as are employees of the Commission. In addition, the phys 
ical security measures which are prescribed in AEC regulations for 
various kinds of classified work—such as physical security and safe 
storage of blueprints and documents, are put into effect at the loca 
tion where classified items are produced. ‘These security measures are 
inspected by representatives of the Commission’s Division of Security, 
In most cases the production of any given item involves only one 
department or segment of a plant so that special arrangements are 
necessary to segregate the restricted work from the ordinary work 
of the plant. At the present time, to the best of our knowledge, no 
members of a Communist-dominated union are directly engaged | 

work on any such classified contract. 

A large part of the material and supplies going to AEC projects 
does not involve restricted data or require such elaborate security 
precautions. We believe, however, that the incidence of nonclassified 
AEC work in plants which are organized by suspect unions is so 
small that it does not threaten our ability to carry out our program. 
In no instance have we had any trouble in this area from a et 
union. If in the future matters involving suspect unions do ari 
in the case of any of our contracts, it seems to me that each case must 
be handled on its own facts, rather than to attelipt to hit Upon a 
blanket remedy in advance. 

In conclusion and as Mr. Dean indicated in his letter, the Com- 
mission does not at this time have any specific legislation to suggest. 

I do not know, Senator, whether or not it might be helpful to you 
or whether you would like to review our experience in the particular 
instance that we mentioned involving the United Electrical Workers 
Union. 

Senator Humepnrey. I think it might be well to give a brief run 
down of the general program in handling that particular case, and 
what your general wala V is in similar cases, if similar cases should 
happen. 

Mr. Murray. As you recall, back in 1948, there was what we call a 
Peek Street operation in Schenectady, and it was decided around that 
time to organize a new laboratory called KAPL. That was started 
in about 1948. It was the instruction of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission at that time, knowing that the United Electrical Workers 
were in control at the Peek Street plant to the General Electric Co. 
when KAPL was started to disregard that union and have no further 
negotiations with them. As I recall, I have been advised that Mr. 
Fitzgerald, at that time, of the United Electrical Workers Union, 
started a suit against the General Electric Co. and also against the 
Atomic Energy Commission, and that suit was decided by Judge 
Letts in the District of Columbia. I am not sure of the date of this. 
But following that decision in 1950, the National Labor Relations 
Board authorized an election at the KAPL plant. In other words, 
between 1948 and 1950 the employees of KAPL had no union repre- 
sentation — these various items were in progress. But in 
1950, the National Labor Relations Board did authorize an eleetion. 
But when they authorized it, they had this proviso in the authoriza- 
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tion, that any union that became the bargaining agent at KAPL 
would have to satisfy the AEC security regulations, and that decision 
on the part of ourselves and the National Labor Relations Board 
resulted in our getting rid of any connection whatsoever with the 
United Electrical Workers at the Schenectady operations involving 
our particular work. 

The various details of that, and how that was taken step by step, 
is rehearsed in Mr. Dean's letter, but Mr. Oscar Smith here, who was 
here at the inception of this discussion and difficulties at Schenectady 
would be very glad to review it with you step by step if vou feel that 
is necessary. 

Senator Humpurey. What I am interested in finding out is this: 
After the representation election was ordered by the NLRB how did 
vou apply these so-called security regulations in that election? How 
did it work? 

Mr. Murray. We did not have to in the election. but the employees 
were on notice. If they had selected in that vote a union that did 
not come up to our security regulations, then the Atomic Energy 
Commission would be empowered not to recognize that particular 
union. We did not have to exercise any such authority. 

Senator Humpnurey. In other words, this is the so-called footnote 
of the NLRB in that particular election which was referred to yester- 
clay by Mr. Herzog? 

Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Senator Ht mpHREY. The Board's statement Is: 

The record shows that the Atomic nergy Commission has established certain 
security requirements applicable to labor organizations and to their officers as 
a condition to their being recognized as the representative of employees at the 
employer's atomic energy operations in the Schenectady plant works. We have 
been advised generally by that Commission of the scope and purpose of these 
security requirements. Accordingly, any certification resulting from elections 
herein directed by the employees of the Atomic Energy operation will be condi 
tioned upon compliance by the certified unions with the security requirements 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, a matter exclusively within the jurisdiction 
of that Commission. 

That was a footnote to the general notice of election, so everybody 
was put on notice. ; 

Mr. Murray. That is correct. 

Senator Humpnurey. That worked effectively. 

Mr. Murray. That seemed to work perfectly. 

Senator Humpnrey. What was the result of the vote in that 
election / 

Mir. Murray. Maybe Oscar Smith here could answer. 

Mr. Smirn. In the production and maintenance unit—out of 411 
eligible voters, 284 voted for IUE, 30 voted for UE, and 26 voted for 
no union. In the tool and die-makers unit—41, eligibles, 35 voted for 
IAM, 2 for UE. none for IUE. In the truck drivers unit—-21 eligi- 
bles, 17 voted for the Teamsters Union, AFL, 1 voted for UE, and 1 
for IUE. 

Senator Humpnrey. So the procedure of a footnote or explanatory 
condition to the notice of the election produced the result of having 
an alleged Communist-dominated union thrown out with little or 
no vote, and the other unions which apparently had the clearance 
of the Atomic Energy Commission security program attained a 
majority vote. 
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Mr. Murray. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Did you make any early clearance or pre- 
election clearance so the workers knew which unions were all right ? 
What I want to find out is how did the workers in this election 
know that to vote for UE would possibly result in no bargaining agree 
ment, but to vote for IUE meant that they could get a bargaining 
agreement / 

Mr. Smrru. We have to roll the clock back a couple of years to 
uuswer that. 

Senator Humpurey. All right. 

Mr. Srru. In 1948, at the time that the KAPL plant was built, 
the UE was recognized by GE as the representative of the employees 
who were then in Peak Street, but who were to become the emplovees 
of the new plant, KAPL. Asa matter of fact, they had a maintenance 
of membership contract that had been awarded them by the Wa 
Labor Board during the war. 

In September 1948 we took two actions. We said, one, “You can't 
deal with UE for these reasons,” and we required GE to post notices 
in Peak Street and out at KAPL where people were just beginning 
to be transferred, saying that they would not recognize UE on our 
directive. At the same time in the same notice, we said any other 
union about whom there is not a question of loyalty, you are au 
thorized to recognize and deal with. 

Following that, nothing happened for close to 2 years, or a year 
and ahalf. Inthe meantime—that is, nothing happened at KAPL— 
the IU : had been formed nationally, and the IUE came in and 
started an organizing drive in Schenectady. In the meantime our 
notices were still posted, and the employees were still on notice that 
their employer was precluded from dealing with UE, but that their 
employer was free as far as we were concerned to deal with “ie 
union about whom no question of that sort had been raised. UE :; 
that point filed the Taft-IHartley affidavits, which up until then h: 2 
not been filed, but we did not change our position. 

The NLRB proceeding came along and we worked out this ar- 
rangement with NLRB for this footnote, and the election was held. 

I have taken a lot of time to answer your question, but the answer 
is that for 2 years there had been a notice posted there that said the 
General Elec ‘tric Co. is under the direction of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission not to recognize UE because of this question of lovalty. At 
the same time the General Electric Co. is free to recognize any union 
concerning Whom that question has not been raised. 

Senator Humpnrey. Did you not find yourself in somewhat em- 
barrassing circumstance because the UE filed its non-Communist afl 
davits. and you questioned it as a security risk. 

Mr. Smiru. No. 

Senator Humpurey. Tam not saying that this has any relationship 
to fact, but how about theory / 

Mr. Smiru. We had taken care of that in our original action and 
our initial letter to GE and also our letter to UE. We made men- 
tion of the fact that they had not filed Communist affidavits, but we 
also said that because of that and because of information that we pos- 
sessed concerning their loyalty, much of which was a matter of pub- 
lie record, we were taking the action, plus their own unwillingness 
to answer. The details here were that after we told GE. “Do not 
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recognize them in this plant in which you do not have employees 
vet,” UE then came storming in to us and said, “We think we should 
be recognized there because we understand the certificate that NLRB 
issued to us some years ago to cover the geographical area of Schenec- 
tady.” We wrote them a letter back which in essence said, “There 
is 2 question about you fellows. Now, stand up and be counted, and 
answer these questions.” And we received a rather long, unresponsive 
answer from them, and at that time told GE that we were making the 
original directive firm, and that they likewise were no longer to deal 
with UE in Peek Street, the plant we were in the process of moving 
to KAPL. 

Mr. Barsasn. Did UE at any time undertake to challenge your 
finding that it was a Communist-dominated union or challenge the 
facts involved in the case / 

Mr. Sarre. UE wrote a rather long letter which you will find 

tached to Mr. Dean’s letter, in which they said a great many things. 
Phe letter will] spoak for itself as to v hether It Was a chatlenge or 
not. [think they said more what they thought of us 

Senator Humpnrey. Did they contest it in the courts ? 

Mr. Sauirn. Then they went to court and contested our authority 
to take the action. 

Senator Humrurey. My next question is, “Do you think this pro- 
cedure can apply in other areas? Of course, vou are working with 
the \tomic Ey nergy Commission. | suppose there will be some re- 
luctance to try to move over into any other areas of procurement, 
But as vital as atomic energy is, there are other aspects of electronics. 
Ties in ahiead eeelacian of all sorts, for chemical warfare and 
many other things, much of it secret. If you can take this kind of 
restrictive action in atomic energy, is it wrong to assume or to sug- 
vest that you might be able to take the same kind of administrative 


/ 


action in other areas of aca 

Mr. Smirn. I suppose the real question 1 is one that NLRB can an- 

er best. 

Senator Humpiurey. What do you think just personally, or can 
we not talk person to person ¢ We have two bang oe ot people now, 
the official people and rust peop le. Now, let u Ss just vet the peop le. 
What do you personally think ab uit it 4 We w I] not hold MW avast 
the Atomic Knergy Commission. 

Mr. Smirn. Assuming the authority, this procedure certainly 
ents one wet a in Oe hype of situation tha! we had, which was 

ip lant devoted exclusive ly to our work. 

Senator Humprurey. A Government-owned plant. 

Mr. Smiru. A Government-owned plant. It was devoted exclu 
sively to atomic energy work. Now. I see no reason why under those 
facts, and again assuming there was no question of authority, it would 
not work elsewhere. I am not so sure about just what the situation js 
when you get into a multiplicity of small orders. Somewhere vou 
reach the point at what is the dog and what is the tail. Here the 


whole critter was ours. 
enator Humpurey. Yes: you have many plants where only 
i fraction of the total productive facilities is bei ihe used fo. defense 
| roduction, You also have other plants where there will be ae vilian 
production line and a military production line, as in the tank-produ 
on program, for example. 
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Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. But you feel that where the cireumstances are 
somewhat analogous to your situation, a plant where the productive 
facilities are in the main or entirely used for critical defense produc- 
tion, that this kind of administrative procedure could apply suc 
cessfully 

Mr. Smiru. It certainly worked out very well in our situation. | 
see no reason why it should not under like circumstances elsewhere 

Senator Humpnurery. Did you get any particular reactions from the 
other unions that were critical of your administrative action ‘ 

Mr. Sarru. The CLO joined the UE in the suit. That was, I think 
about the only evidence of that. 

Senator Humpurey. Was that before the UE was expelled 4 

Mr. Sarru. That was before the UE was expelled from the CIO. 

Senator Humpurey. Later on a CIO union won the bargaining 
rights there / 

Mr. Smiru. That is right. 

Senator HumMpurey. Was that the only protest that Vou recall] that 
you received ¢ 
; (No response, ) 

Senator Humpnurey. What I am getting at is this: Union leaders 
and union membership have some justifiable fear and concern about 
administrative or legislative action in this area lest it hamper and 
weaken the legitimate aspirations and work of the unions. Did you 
vet that kind of feeling e xpressed by any word in personal conference 
or by letter or document ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. There was, of course, the concern expressed. I think 
ng actual protest of any sort that I can a was that evidenced 
by the CIO itself. I believe we had a letter from Mr. Philip Mur 
ray which we included in Mr. eam reply to a and the CIO did 
jointhe UE inthe suit. 

Senator Humpenurey. That was in 1949? 

Mr. Surry. That was in 1949. The action was taken in Septem 
ber or October—it was spread out over a period of about a month. 
first at AAPL and then at Peek Street—and that was in the fall of 
1948. ‘The suit was in 1949, 

Senator Humpurey. | am interested in how you determined that 
an organization is Communist-dominated. It must be that vou have 
some set of criteria—or that it is a security risk, let us put it that 
way; and yet vou were able to do that—whether vou were able to do 
it or not, you did do it—and the NLRB comes before us and says, 
“If we had to do that, that would be pretty difficult, and not only 
that, it may mess up the whole works.” 

Do you have some kind of special inside scientific knowledge on 
this issue that the NLRB members do not have ¢ 

Mr. Smiru. We have no magic. I think the thing is that we had 

t particular problem, and were looking at a particular set of facts, 
I may be easier when vou are doing that than when you are looking 
at it in the abstract. Generally, what we have is only this, that we 
know, of course, who the union leaders are that are active and what 
internationals they are affiliated with. Probably somewhere along the 
line we may m ake some file checks or something os that sort, depend 
ing on what the circumstances are. But it was really not very hard 


i444 2 10 
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in that case, because at the time, generally throughout the program 
there were no unions, and the Manhattan Engineer District had not 
authorized employers to deal with unions. An experiment had been 
conducted at Oak Ridge to see if any incompatability that had been 
previously thought to exist between a unionized situation and security 
could be worked out 

The UE got in this situation in-Schenectady by reason of the 
ontract being started in the big GE plant, and then being moved 
out to this isolated Government plant. The information about the 
UE was quite public. There had been hearings held on that by con 
cressional committees. 

Senator Humpurey. Is that not true of most all of these alleged 
Communist unions¢ Is it not pretty well known by anybody who 
Wwahts to know 7 

Mr. Smiru. IT think it is. I think the problem of identification is 
not difficult. You might possibly run intoa situation ina loeal of some 
ther international. But, in my judgment, vou could always handle 
that through some union channel within the international. 

Senator Humpurey. I understand that there is one of those being 
handled now in Detroit 

Mr. Smirn. There has been a good deal in the paper about that 
lately. 

Senator Humeurey. Whether or not it is being handled, there are 
at least some efforts being made that way. You did make a caleu 
lated decision based upon certain criteria, certain available facts, 
certain ascertainable evidence, did you not ¢ 

Mr. Smirn. That is right. 

Senator HtuMPuHREY. You had to do that before vou could vO to 
the NLRB and get this footnote aflixed to the notice of election. 
Would it not be possible to do exactly the same thing in a similar 
situation where there is an alleged Conmunist-dominated union in a 
vital production area for national defense and national security / 
What is it that would prevent the NLRB from doing this, let us say, 
na plant that is m: iking equipment for the new jet fighters / 

Mr. SmitH. There is one thing possib ly that IT should make clear 
here. The situation was probably easier in our case than it might be 
in some situation such as vou mention for this reason, that when we 
raised the question with UE, we were never actually confronted with 
the necessitv of making any findings. We said to UE, “There is all 
of this information about you, much of it is public: we want to give 
vou an opportunity to explore it.” They never explored it. Instead, 
they came back and wrote us this eight page letter. Inasmuch as they 
never explored it, we were not confronted with the necessity of 
actually making any findings, which you might have to do if a like 
procedure were started somewhere else 

Senator Humpnrey. How about the United Publie Workers? Is 
there any real ditlerence between the public knowledge or public 
information about the United Public Workers and the UE? Both 
were expelled bv the CI ). 

Mr. Smiru. The story was almost exactly the same there. At Ar- 
vonne National Laboratory in Chicago, the United Public Workers 
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were endeavoring to recruit membership. They had not yet been 
recognized, They did have a local set-up and had some substantial 
membership, in part among the scientists, and in part among animal 
caretakers, and that sort of employee. We took precisely the same 
action there that we took at Schenectady, to this extent, that we is 
sued a directive to the University of Chicago that said a question 
arises concer hing the U nited Public Worke ars, because there is informa 
tion about them that goes to their loyalty. We direct you that you 
are not to deal with the moor have : anything to do with them, unless this 
question is resolved. Nothing more ever happened there. My recol 
lection is that a few days after that the United Public Workers an 
nounced in the newspaper that it had all been a mistake, that they had 
no jurisdiction to organize employees of private companies anyway, 
and disappeared. 

Senator Humrurey. When an official agency makes some declara 
tion as to suspicion based pon evidence much of it public, il does 
have the effect of either removing the alleged Commiunist-dominated 
union from the scene or it does alert the membership of other unions, 
and of the alleged Communist-dominated union, is that right 4 

Mr. Smiru. It did in our two cases. 

Senator Humpnurey. And those are the only two that you have 
applied these restrictions to / , ; 

Mr. Smiru. Those are the only instances in which any of these 
unions that are suspect have turned up in our program. 

Senator Humpurey. We have published here the report of the 
executive board committee of the CIO appointed by President Murray 
to investigate the charges against the National Union of Marine Cooks 
and Stewards. A good deal of defense work is going on up in Alaska. 
Is it not possible that the same situation might apply here? Here is 
a whole document. Here are people who had been associated together 
for vears. I imagine there is a certain amount of information avail- 
able in our security records on some of these org: nizations and in 
dividuals. Is it not possible that a similar type of administrative pro- 
cedure could apply there ¢ 

Mr. Surry. It is probably possible. Tam sure if there is something 
that I do not know anything about, it is marine cooks. 

Senator Humpurey. | join vou in that fraternity. I am trying to 
see why this is such an exclusive action on your part, that is, the 
ABA. and is hoi adaptable to ot he r areas of defen production. 
Atomte bombs are another weapon of war, is that not correct ¢ It is a 
security problem to protect the scientific secrets that are involved. 

Sut obviously there are some scientific secrets involved in the produe- 
tion of jet aircraft. There are obviously some scientifie secrets 
involved in the creation of certain military establishments and bases. 

Senator Morse. I have a question or two I would like to ask, Mr. 
Chairman, based upon the letter of Jannary 9, 1952, addressed to you 
as chairman of this committee, signed by Mr. Benjamin C. Sigal. The 
letter starts on page 70 of the report. I want to direct my question to 
the conclusion of Mr. Sigal, starting on the top of page 74. 

Senator Humpnrey. This is the Mr. Sigal that is the attorney for 
the IUE? 


Senator Morse. That is right. Mr. Sigal is the attorney for 
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IU K, CIO. On the top of page 74, he says in his letter to the com- 
mittee: 

The Munitions Board, I am informed, relies for its authority on the following 
general Federal statutes 

And then he lists the esplonage statute and the statute under title 

18 on photographing, and lastly the Internal Security Act. And he 
argues in the course of his letter that— 
None of this legislation, on which the Munitions Board appears to rely, places 
uny Specific regulatory authority in the Munitions Board or the Department of 
Defense. Nevertheless the mass of legislation expresses a public policy to safe 
guard classified material, which Government agencies may implement within 
their respective spheres. The Munitions Board has done so, by providing that 
its Security regulations become a part of all contracts. Each contractor there- 
fore has a contractual obligation to carry out those regulations. On failure or 
refusal to comply, a contractor is subject to the usual actions for a breach of 
contract, including cancellation of the contract. 

Then over on the first full paragraph at the top of page io. Mr. 
Sigal says: 

It should be noted that the AEC did not have specific authority to pursue the 
course it followed against General Electric Co. and UE, on the one hand, and the 
University of Chicago and the UPW on the other. The AEC relied on its general 
duty and power to preserve the security of its installations and the work done 
therein. I submit that in this respect the power of the Munitions Board over 
the contracts under its jurisdiction is not less than that of the Atomic Energy 
Commission over its contracts and installations 

Now, miy first question : Do vou people AEC believe that vou have 
legal authority not given to the eattions Board and to the Defense 
Establishment to handle this problem ¢ 

Mr. Harris. Sir, I might answer that this way. We have not 
analy ~ too carefully the st: itutory bases for the De partment of De 
fense or the Munitions Board. I would hesitate to speak for them on 
the aati authority they have under the collective legislation under 
which they operate. I do think, however, that the atomic-energy 
authority does vary in this respect. I do not know whether it is ma- 
terial to the problem, however, that in the Atomic Energy Act, you 
have a new industry, full grown at one time. The Congress took : 
look at it and wrote into the act at every turn some provision on se- 
curity, beginning with the first section of the act, section 1, section 2. 
Almost any section or in many sections you will find a reference to 
security, and the concept of restricted data was created for the first 
time in our legislation. I think there was an awareness as manifest 
in the congressional intent about security in connection with our pro- 
gram that has not been quite as universally prevalent in connection 
with other legislation. I think that partly stems from the fact that 
we were in a new field and partly that the Congress was legislating 
at one time in connection with a new problem. 

As I said before, whether that really has any material bearing on 
defining our respective authorities in terms of this problem, I am not 
prepared to say. 

senator Morse. I think it might very we ll be if we ean find in the 
language that set out a procedure or ¢ ‘lear ly indicated a procedure to 
be followed. What is there in this language of the ne per eirveen to 
security that you think spee ifies either expressly or impliedly a pro- 
cedure to be followed by AEC for handling security ? What T am 
looking for, Mr. Harris. is the blueprint of procedure, or are we dealing 
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here with an act — genera] references to security on the basis of 
which you people in AEC may very appropriately imply a reserve 
power that by ideainiens ative regulation and order develop your own 
procedure for implementing the general power. 

Mr. Harris. | believe, sir, it is correct to say we re 2 on the total to 
find the authority to do what we did in the UE case. However, | 
would like to point to section 

Senator Morse. ae lam not quarreling with the results 
of what you did in the UE case. Tam not quarreling with the results 
atall. But I have the job as: ss slauidliie of this committee to answer for 
myself the question as to whether I should join in any specifie legisla 
tion for handling this type of problem, No. 1, and No. 2. whether or 
not we have already passed legislation that may cover it, and No. 3, 
Whether or not in passing that legislation we may not have violated a 
legal prejudice of mine which | would frame in this language: | am 
always frightened by granting implied powers. 

| think the doctrine of implied powers is a very dangerous doctrine. 
generally speaking, asa matter of legal policy. So | want to know, if 
eee —— act. where you think in this act you have the 
express power, or tell me frankly if they are not there, that you have 
been relying on inspiied powers, and if I were in your position, I would 
be relying On implied powers | if Congress did hot have better sehse 
than to give them to me, and did not do a better job of giving you the 
express powers that I think it ought to have given vou. Lam for giving 
you express powers. [am for writing these things out in these laws 
in order to protect our Government servants. l think we do a vrent 
Injustice to many administrative and executive branches of this Gov 
ernment by passing laws up here, and putting them in a position of 
where they hi ave to mi ike one of two c ‘holees: either r do nothing because 
thev do not find the b lueprint written out to them, and then be sub 
jecte d to very severe criticism by a lot of politicians when they did not 
do something after an evil situation deve loped, or to proceed to take 
the very general language of Congress in a bill and “legislate by ad 
ministrative regulation and order” which in my judgment—and if 
ni friend from Minnesota will just be calm until Tam through 

Senator Humpenrey. Go ahead. 

Senator Morse. Which is one of the great evils of the Democratic 
administration in recent years, legislating by administrative order and 
regulation. It has come to substitute, in my judgment, a government 
by discretion of administrators, rather than government, in my con 
ception at least, by law. IT think the chief responsibility for it rests 
on the men inthe Congress and the Senate, and not on the people down 
in the departments, because IT think the politicians have put these 
people in the position where they have no alte mative under the gen 
eral laws they pass, but to proceed to do the job by administrative 
order and regulation that the Congress ought to have done by specific 
blueprint form. 

Itisa very deep conviction of mine as to administration of rovern 
ment. Speaking quite nonpartisanly about it, and as a lawyer, it 
represents one of the creat ditferences in political philosophy, because 
those of us who eall ourselves constitutional liberals and the Demo 
eratic administration that we have been confronted with for some 


vears past—— 
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Senator Humpurey. Will my Republican friend let me read him 
somet hing—— 

Senator Morse. T will not quite yield yet. So applying this prej- 
udice of mine, if you want to call it that, but it is a pretty sound one, 
but applying this attitude of mine with regard to general statutes, 
and in contrast to specific statutes—and do not answer until my friend 
from Minnesota gets through—I ask you whether or not this act 
really writes out in blueprint form the procedure that you have been 
following, or whether it is true that you have tried to keep faith with 
what you are satisfied is the spirit and intent of that act by its many 
references to security, and have gone forward in devising the pro- 
cedures which you put in practice in the UE case, and I think with 
very good results. I do not criticize the results at all, and I do not 
criticize vou for the procedure. I just want to get here on the record 
where you got your procedure, and then T will talk to my brethren in 
the Senate abou t their sense, 

Senator Humrnrey. Before you answer that question, may T set the 
bipartisan policy ‘in its proper framework. a an issue of the United 
States News in an interview of December 28, 1951, the Junior Senator 
from Minnesota was questioned by the sditnee of the U. S. News and 
In response to a question: 

You are suggesting depriving them of bargaining rights which would be about 
ffective in checking them? 

Humpurey. That is right. That is one of the possibilities. May I say my own 
personal opinion is that it should not be done administratively either. IT feel 
that these matters should be done by those who make the ] 


ase 


law. There is always 
a tendency in this country, particularly in periods of emergency, to let adminis 
trative and executive bodies improvise as they go along, and then we are stuck 
with them. I am much more of a liberal than that I happen to believe that 
neress of the United States should make these basic policy decisions. 

been a tendency in the last 15 or 20 years to broadly legislate and let 

fill in anything in betwee Some of the fill I] 


ng that is in is what kills 
tient 

I want to shake vor h and, Senator. 

Senator Morse. I weleome vou to the fraternity. 

Senator Humrnrey. ] have always had great respect for your judi 
cial temperament an il your knowle dee of the law. 

Senator Morse. I have always sald vou were a con stitution: al hi ber: al, 
ind did not belong in the Democratic Party. and should have come 

us long ago. . 

Senator Humrpurry. May IT say with equal candor that, being not 

constitutional liberal, but an inherent liberal, as the Senator from 
Oregon is, that he has found himself in the wrong home, and the 
velcome mat 1s out for vou any time, 

Senator Morse. The results in Minnesota looked pretty good to me 
today. 

Senator Humpurey. Tam very happy with them myself. 

Senator Morse. Now may we have the answer to the question / 

Mr. Harris. The answer to the question, sir, is that there is no 
specific provision in the act which sets out a blueprint for the action 
we took in the UE case. There IS ¢ \ provision in section 4 that re 
quires us to insert in our contracts a provision that the contractor 
will comply with security regulations. That was part of the basis, 
part of the authority on which we rehed. There are numerous other 
references in the Statute to security. 
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Senator Morse. The Munitions Board does that, too, does it not / 

Mr. Harris. They do; but I do not think they have the express 
statutory language we have. In addition, there are a number of ref- 
erences in the act to the duty upon us to keep production | going in the 
atomic- -energy program, a continued oper: ition, the maintenance of 
production. Reading the two concepts together, that is the need 
of protecting restricted data, and the need of maintaining our plants 
going, we found adequate authority to do in this act what we did 
The Department of Justice agreed with us, and the United States 
district court also agreed with us. 

Senator Morse. I have no further que ‘stions. 

Senator Humpurey. The question of your authority was discusses 
with Mr. Small of the Munitions Board, and with re presentatives of 
the Justice Department. May I sav we find ourselves in the situation 
where when we ask the Munitions Board, “How did you arrive at this 
determination for certain security precautions with the Atomic En 
ergy Commission ¢” they say, “Ask the Atomic Energy Commission.” 

We also find that when we ask them, “How did you fail to arrive 
at similar security provisions in reference to other defense produ 
tion.” Mr, Small and the Justice Department cited the ambiguity o1 
the indefiniteness of the statutes that - rtain to security for other « 
fense production. We find that there is no precise language in any 
statute that specifically points itself inal that problem of a Com 
munist-dominated union. Is that not true 4 

Mr. Harris. That is correct. But I would believe that perhaps Mr. 
Smalls reference was to the fact that the Atomic Energy Commissior 
does have an express statutory provision requil lhe the contractors to 
comply with our security regulations. 


Senator Humpnrey. Yes. He stated that in his testimony. Hov 
ever, it is true, is it not, that the oe Board dead © all upon the 
Defense Dep artment to clude in all contracts for de fen <e materia 
certain security cccditiae’ iia are certain security regulations 


Ineo! porated In the contract 

Mr. Harris. That is my understanding, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. But again that is from the imphed powe1 

Vir. Harris. Yes. 

Senator Humpnurey. I have no further questions. If there are 
further questions, we want to sheen vou very much. You have not 
only been helpful adi. but as you well know, the documents which 
we received with the letter from Chairman Dean have been of creat 
help to this committee, anal have been published as a separate pan 
pliet as part of the record of the study of this committee. 

Mr. Murray. We are very pleased to be here, and we will 
to come back at any time to give whatever testimony you thin! 
hay desire. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you very much. 

Thereupon, at 12:10 p. m., a recess Was taken subject 
the Chair. ) 








COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


FRIDAY, JUNE 6, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTE! 
oN Labor ann Pupiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D). ©, 

Phe subcommittee staff met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m. in the Old 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol. 

Present: Jack Barbash, staff director: and Ray Rogers, professior 
al staff member. 

Mr. Barpastt. By the authority of the chairman of the Subcom 
tee on Labor and Labor-Management Relations, Ll am authorized to 
resume the hearing on the problem of the Communist domination im 
certain unions, 

Our witness this morning is Prof. Joel Seidman, of the University 
of Chicago. Mr. Seidman, for the record, I would like to extend to 
you the apologies of the chairman for not being present this morning. 


I 


But the pressure ot legislative business vesterday and this morning 
and the fact that the Senate is in session this morning. prevents him 
iron. bemeg present, Ile has a ec me to extend to you his ce ep 
wles for not being here. 

Mr. Seidman, will vou identify vourself for the recor 
proceed in vour own way. 


STATEMENT OF JOEL SEIDMAN, UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, 
CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mir. SEIDMAN. My name is Joel Seidman. I am as 
of social sclences at the Univers tv ot Chicago. 

I start ni remarks on the premise that the Commu st Pa 
country is not a genuine American political party. 

Mr. Barnasu. Will you speak up. I hear there is some difliculty 
in hearing vou. 

Mir. Sripman. Yes. sir. I base’my remarks on the premise that the 
American Communist Party is not a genuine American political party. 
It ehngvacves in conspiratorial methods. It has a revolutionary obje 
tive. It is subservient to the imterests of a foreign power. the 
UL S.S. Ro It is an instrument of Soviet foreign policy. 1 potential 
fifth column in time of war with the Soviet Union. 

This is a thesis that I think has been abundantly documented else 
\‘\ here, and | shall not attempt to document it at this time. 

The Communist Party, from the beginning of its history in this 


country, has been imterested in the trade-union movement. It has 
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concentrated on industrial workers because these we re thought most 
hecessary in Communist theory to achieve that party’s revolutionary 
objective, and also because, if there was war with the Soviet Union, 
such workers were strategically placed for sabotaging the production 
essential for war purpose. 

The Communists have always sought to lead the day-to-day strug 
cles of workers in order that they might entrench themselves in the 
leadership of the unions, so that these unions might then be made to 
follow the Communist Party line in times of peace or in times of war. 

It shoul | be noted, | think. that there are MMportant diffe rrences be 
tween Communist unionism and other liberal or radical groups also 
wtive in the American labor movement. rom the point of view 
of the other liberal or radical groups, a union is a primary institution 
that the group seeks to build and to make strong, with the objective of 
winning benefits for the members and for workers in general. 

The poli ev of such unions is determined by an an: alvsis of the needs 
of the workers who are emp loved in the industries in Which those 
unions operate. Such other liberal or radical groups may be critical 
ot emplovers, of the existing econoniic system, of Government policy : 
hey may ina particular case be op aoe toa war in which this Gov 
ernment is engaged, or even opposed to all wars: and yet T would 

harply distinguish between such grou os and the Communist Party 
on the ground that the Communist P arty seeks control of unions not 
primarily to benefit the workers involved but primarily because the 
unions then can be manipulated to further a party line which is in 
turn determined with reference to - interests of the U.S. S. R. 

I think it might be interesting to look at the policy of the Com 
munist Party so far as ener is concerned through the World 
War If period, because JT think this serves as an excellent illustration 
of the objectives and the methods and the manner of determining 
policy that the Communist Party follows within the union movement. 

Before the World War II period, and after the World War II 
period, the Communist Party was a party of militant class struggle 
on the trade-union front. But for a 4-year period it became quite 

opposite, proposing speeerenyees production, and seeking to 

e national unity. Now, a great many other groups likewise 

sought tO attain these objectives. The di fferences are to be found, 

however, in the dates that marked the beginning and the end of this 

Communist Party poliey of national unity and uninterrupted 
production, 

The beginning of this policy was not Pearl H: bor Day, December 
‘. 4. but rather June 22, 1941, the date that the Nazis invaded the 
ULS.S.R. The termination date and the return to a policy of mili 
tant class strugele on the trade-union front was not the date that the 
Nazi regime fell nor the date that the Japanese peace treaty Was 
signed. Rather, it was instituted by the publication by a leading 
French Communist, Jacques Duclos, of an article in the leading 
theoretical magazine of the French Communist movement, sharply 
eriticizing— 

Mr. Barsasu. For the record will you spell Duclos ¢ 

Mr. Seipman. D-u-e-l-o-s. [Continuing:| Sharply criticizing the 
policy that the American Communist Party had been following. 

[ should like to review briefly the various turns in the party line 
during this World War II period. My conclusion and the reasons for 
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that. I think, will become evident as I proceed. It is that these turns 
and the beginning and end of this policy, can be explained only in 
terms of the needs of the U.S. S. R. 

Before the war broke out in Europe, we had a popular-front period 
here with the Communist Party urging unity with various labor and 
liberal groups against fascism. This policy ended with the Nazi 
Soviet Pact signed on August 24, 1939. 

The Communist Party then found it necessary, in order to explain 
and support the Soviet action, to minimize the differences between 
the capitalist democracies and fascism. A week later the Nazis in 
vaded Poland. The Conmnunist Party line from that point On Was 
to iwnore the differences between democracies and fascism. and to hold 
that both sides were imperialisms equally guilty for the war. 

I followed from that that there coul { be no sympathy for nor aid 
extended to Britain. because to take such action would reflect ad 
versely upon the Nazi-Soviet Pact. Therefore, in the trade-union tield 
in this country, unions under Communist control carried on a vigorous 
campaign against sending munitions to Britain. Unions under Com 
munist control tried, wherever they could, to interrupt production 1) 
defense plants, much of the product of which was designed for aid 
to Britain. 

This policy was framed in terms of, union militancy, not foreign 
policy. The unions emphasized Jow wages and other grievances > 
the workers and opposed any efforts by the Government to end or to 
minimize strikes. Thus, for example, when Sidney Hillman >on 
the Labor Policy Advisory Committee, the Communists attacked this 
as an effort to undermine labor @ains in the interests of a prowat 
policy. 

Mr. Barspasn. Advisory committee to what 4 

Mr. Semman. To the National Defense Advisory Commission. 
think that was the title. 

In March 1941, when the National Defense Mediation Board was 
established, the Communists similarly attacked it bitterly as a plan 
to reduce workers’ living standards and force the United States into 
war. The Communists supported all strikes, whether called by unions 
under their own control or by other unions, and praised the most 
militant strike leaders inside and outside their strike movement. 
Perhaps the culmination of this campaign to sabotage production 
that would aid Britain was the calling of a strike in early June 1941 
at the North American Aviation plant at Inglewood, Calif.. under 
Communist-union leadership. 

It was in this case that President Roosevelt used troops against 
the sang’ line. It was exceedingly interesting that wthin a period 
of about 10 days after the Communists had bitterly denounced this 
use of troops against the strike the Nazis attacked the Soviet Union 
on June 22, 1941. The Communist Party line immediately changed. 
The U.S. 8. R. needed all posisble aid, and that meant not only that 
aid was necessary for the U.S. S. R. but that it was also necessary 
tor any ally of the U. S.S. R..and Britain was the chief ally. Within 
a period of 5 weeks after the Nazis had attacked the Soviet Union, 
the Communist Party heads in this country were calling openly for 
American entry into the war, on the side, of course, of the Soviet 
Union and Britain. 
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So far as Communist Party unions were concerned, their line 
changed simultaneously. They then urged maximum military pro- 
duction, no strikes at all: and any militant union leader outside the 
Communist movment who called a strike, the very sort of person who 
a matter of 5 weeks before had been a hero of the Communists, was 
now denounced as working for Nazi victory. 

Pearl Harbor brought about a substantial change in the point of 
view of almost all people in this country. It brought about no 
change, however, in the policy of the Communist Party. The Com 
munist Party had been emotionally at war since June 22, 1941, and 
December 7, 1941 made no change at all. In its interpretation of 
the war needs of the Soviet Union, which could best be furthered by 
national unity in this country, the Communist Party decided that 
even its existence as a party was an obstacle in the path of national 
unity, and so this Communist Party dissolved itself in May 144, 
forming the Communist Political Association. 

On trade-union front, unions had not only given up their mili 
taney but they adopted trade-union policies that the Communists 
had always opposed, such, for example, as incentive pay, Which prior 
to that time had been denounces | by the Communists 

The Communists urged hot only that there be no strikes during 
the war but even that the no-strike policy be extended into the postwar 
period. The union that took the lead in furthering this Communist 
Party policy was the International Longshoremen and: Warehouse- 
Ih en's U nion, led by Harry Bridges. This had been one ot the most 

iilitant UnLONS in this COUNTY pr ior to the war. The proposal nade 
i this union under Bridges’ leadership was that indefinitely into the 
postwar period a policy of strike action be given up if only the union 
could receive minimal assurance that it would be permitted to live. 

ll of this v as changed with the pub lication of Duclos’ arti ra inthe 
r theoretical French Communist publication. 
Ame} n Communist Party approached the end ot 

th the Axis Powers without a realization of the changed 

iat would exist on the world front in the postwar period, 
had fallen: Germany was being crushed; Japan was on its wa) 

oe defeated: Italy was crushed, and Britain had been red 


or ond rate power, 


It Was apparent that the postwa ur world vould see only (wo first 
rate powers: The U.S.S. R. and the United States. The United States 
was anxious to pull Its troops out ot Europe. That world leave a 
power vacuum in the heart of Europe that the U.S. S. Re saw an 
oOpportun it\ to fill yp. 

Under circumstances such as these, the national unity in thi 
that the Communist Party had advocated during the war, far from 
being any help to the Soviet Union, was now the greatest hindrance 

its path. Earl Browder had been unable to foresee this, and it was 
necessary, therefore, that he be removed. 

The Communist Party. earl following publication of the 
Duclos article, reconstituted itself as a revolut nce party. and by 
late July the Communist Pa rty ee aaa reestal ished. And. on the 
rade-union front, Communist unionism resumed the policy of mith 
taney that had been followed until the Nazi invasion of Russia on 
June 2) 1941. 
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In March 1945, just before publication of the Duclos article, any 
strike or strike threat in this country was denounced by the Com 
Inunists as treason. By the summer of 1945, although we were still 
at war, the Communists were attacking the War Labor Board when 
ever the Board sought to impose any sanctions against striking unions. 

What all of this shows, I think, is that the policy of the Communist 
Party is determined by changes in the needs of the Soviet Union, and 
that unions under Communist control then apply this pohey within 
the trade-union field in their various jurisdictions. It is best seen, 
I think. in the case of the United Electrical, Radio and Machine 
Workers, and the International Longshoremen and Warehousemen’s 
Union. In other unions where the control of the Communists had 
been not consolidated as well, many of these changes in line were not 
followed sharply by changes in trade-union policy. Where that hap- 
pened, there were Instances ot public scoldings of these leaders by 
the heads of the Communist movement, and I imagine there must have 
been a great many more such private scoldings at that time. 

I might say, incidentally, that I have documented the thesis that I 
have been developing here with an article that was published in the 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review in its October 1950 issue. I 
should be glad to leave a reprint of this article with the committee. 

Mr. Barpasn. By direction of the chairman, the article w ill be in 
corporated in the record. 

(The article referred to is as follows:) 


‘om Industrial and ibor Relations Review 


rHE COMMUNIST Party DURIN 


(Joel Seidman) 


of its history the official Communist movement in this country has 

a party of militant class struggle, its professed ultimate goal being the 

seizure of state powel Fora four-year period during World War II, however, 

it became the opposite, embracit national unity and reing uninterrupted 
Industrial production The purpose of this paper is to examine that period 


detail, with special emphasis on labor policy and t w that the 


chances in Communist Party line can best be explai 
or supposed needs of the Soviet Union 


reference tt 


HITLER-STALIN PACT 


hement, 


In 1) “popular-front’” era that preceded the Hitler-Stalin rapproc 
(le Coiuinuiists in democratic countries sought to build : lition labor, 
liberal, and leftist groups against fascism, just as in international affairs they 
urged a common front of capitalist democracies and the U. S. S. R. against the 
Nazis It hus been repeatedly asserted that the Communist Party of the 
United States seeks to capture organized labor for the purpose of using the unions 
to advance the policies of the Kremlin. It is one thing, however, to assert® this 
proposition and another thing to establish its truth This article provides the 
prool rofessor Joel Seidman, of the Industrial Relations Center of the 
{ hive ot Ch CALO, = the author of Phe Ye Llow Dox Contract { 1932), Phe 


ides (1942). and Union Rights and Union Duties (1943) Kprron. ) 


ressed motive was apparent enough: it was fear that Soviet Rus 


soon be fighting for its life against Hitler and whatever allies he 


Russia sorely needed allies and could find them only ninong the 


1 For eview of Communist Party poliey in the United States in this period se 
Browder, Fighting for Peace (New York: International Publishers, 1939), This is : 

tion of artiel speeches, and reports by Browder, then general secretary of the 
between February 2, 1988, and February 27, 1939, dealing with various aspects of Ameri 
foreign policy See also the files of the Daily Worker nd of The Communist, month 
theoret organ of the Party in this country 
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capitalist democracies, but could hope to convince them of its good faith only 
if the Communist revolutionary effort in those countries was shelved. Nor was 
much given up, for Communists were under severe attack in many countries, 
and could hardly hope to acquire power in any of them without the aid from 
Russia that under the circumstances could not be forthcoming. The Com 
munist aim in all countries, clearly, was the defensive one of preserving the 
Soviet Union as the fountainhead of the Communist world revolution In the 
era of the popular front new virtues were found by Communists around the 
world in democratic political institutions and in conservative trade-unions, 
while the prime enemy became fascism instead of capitalism. 

When the Nazi-Soviet pact was signed on August 24, 1989, it was obvious 
that American Communists, along with their comrades elsewhere, would have 
to define a new attitude both to Germany and to the liberal democracies. The 
obvious line would be to minimize the differences between capitalist democracy 
und fascism, reversing everything that had been said in the popular front period, 
for any other interpretation would cast discredit upon Soviet policy. Yer the 
pact obviously stunned American Communist leaders: following so many vears 
of bitter attacks on fascism, with Hitler the symbol of all they hated most, 
it took a little time for the Communists in this country to define their new line. 
Their first reaction was limited to the relatively safe one, ideologically, of prais 
ing the U.S. S. R. action. “The Soviet Union has made one of the most valuable 
contributions to the peace of the United States and the world,” proclaimed a 
front-page editorial in the daily organ of the Communist Party.’ 

The Party’s ¢omment on the Nazi invasion of Poland, which followed the 
Hitler-Stalin pact by a week, was also cautious at first By collaborating with 
the U. S. S. R., the Daily Worker editorialized, “America can avoid entangle- 
ment in the spreading imperialist war.” By the middle of September, how 
ever, the new Communist line had crystallized. It was to be one of ignoring 
the difference between democracy and fascism, and concentrating fire upon the 
Warring sides as imperialisms equally guilty for the outbreak of hostilities. 

‘The war that has breken out in Europe {declared the Communist Party's Na 
tional Committee] is the Second Imperialist War. The ruling capitalist and 
landlord classes of all the belligerent countries are equally guilty for this 
war 

This war, therefore, cannot be supported by the workers. It is not a war 

ainst fascism, not a war to protect small nations from aggression It is 
un War between rival imperialisms for world domination.’ * 

The logic of the situation made it necessary for the American Communists 
to shift at least half of the blame for hostilities to the democracies,’ and in par 
ticular to Britain, the strongest partner in the early anti-Hitler coalition. To 
admit that Britain and France were more deserving of sympathy and aid than 
was Germany was to reflect adversely on the Soviet policy of benevolent neu 
trality toward Germany, combined with an agreement for territorial expansion 
of the U. S. S. R. at the expense of Poland and the Baltic states Since fas 
eism could not be defended, however, the line had to be one of vigorous attack 
upon the shortcomings of the capitalist democracies, with opposition to the 
vrowinbg American effort to aid Britain. Not even sympathy for Britain and 
France in their struggle against the Nazis was permissible. In a major ad 
dress delivered in Philadelphia on September 29, 1989, barely a month after 
the shooting war began, Ear] Browder asserted : 

“Vhe fight for a peace policy in the United States today is... to keep the 
United States from any involvement not only in a military way but from any in 
volvement in economic and political support and sympathy. The victory of 
either one of these gangs of imperialist bandits will be a defeat for the people 
of their own country and for the people of the world.® 


3 Daily Worker August 25. 1939 See also Earl Browder's press conference, reported 
ibid... August 24, 1939, and the statement by William Z. Foster, national chairman of the 
Party. ibid., August 29, 1939 

Tbhid., September 2. 1939 

* Ibid., September 19, 1939 

5 This was reflected even in the order in which the parties guilty of starting the war were 
named. In the 1940 election platform of the Party blame was placed upon the “imperialist 
ruling classes of Berlin, London, Paris, Rome, and Tokyo.” whereas in an editorial in the 
Daily Worker of September 12. 1940, it was the “imperialists of Wall Street, Berlin, and 
London” and again “Churchill, Hitler, and Wall Street.” 

* This speech, together with Browder’s other writings between March 19239 and May 1940, 
is republished in his volume, The Second Imperialist War (New York: International Pub 
lishers, 1940) The material quoted appears on pp. 128-9. 
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The Communists leaned backward in their determined effort to avoid any 
sympathy for the fighting democracies. By the spring of 1940 William Z, Foster 
could refer to Britain and France as “the principal war aggressors, in their war 
against Germany.”* At the national convention of the Party, meeting at the end 
of May 1940, Browder asserted that the platform “must declare to beth im 
perialist camps, German and Allied, ‘A plague on both your houses! It must 
stop the blood-soaked trade in munitions and instruments of war.’* The Daily 
Worker greeted the fall of France, with its accompanying angry exchange be 
eween France and Britain, with an editorial headed, “Two lmperialist Thieves 
Rall Out”: 

“The ‘Allies’ are revealed for what they really were all the time—two im 
perialist Governments forming, a temporary alliance to prevent a third, riva 
uperialist from muscling in on the profitable colonial loot.” 

Until the Nazi assault upon the Soviet Union on June 22, 1951, the Daily 
Worker continued to describe the war as an “imperialist family quarrel.” 

Along with this interpretation of the war went opposition to the various meas 
ures proposed by the Administration or in Congress to aid the British hus 
in the summer of 1940 the Communists Opposed the Conscription bill and the 
proposal to send DO destrovers to Britain “Unite against every step to further 
involve us in this criminal blood-bath!" urged the Party’s National Committee 
in opposing Roosevelt's war powers bill in January 1941.° Similarly, the Com 
munists fought against lend-lease “ and against the Administration’s proposal 
to send to Britain seven billion dollars’ worth of war supplies.” “The Yanks Are 
Not Coming” became a popular refrain with Communists and allied groups 


CP MILITANCY 


A purty so opposed to aid to Britain could hardly encourage uninterruptes 
production in defense plants, a substantial portion of whose output was being 
shipped to Britain \ policy framed in such terms, however, would have at 
tracted little labor support; it Was simpler and far more popular to point instead 
to low waves and other grievances, become super-militant in defense otf 
labor's rights, and to oppose any governmental effort to terminate strikes 

Thus the formation of the Labor Policy Advisory Committee soon after 
fall of France was seen as “a sinister move against labor.” 

“Formation of che Labor Policy Advisory Committee, under the leadershi} 
Sidney Hillman, is a sinister attempt to mobilize the entire labor movement 
behind the war-hunger program of the Roosevelt Administration 

“It will be the business of this advisory group to lay the basis for scrapping the 
10-hour week, for slashing wages, and for undermining every gain the workers 
have won in recent vears. 

Organized labor will have to make sure that the time will never come 
When this, or any other committee, can chain it to a program of war, 
union-smashing.” 

Within the labor movement the Party found itself in growing isolation fron 
eaders of the AFL, the non-Communist wing of the CLO, and the railroad 
brotherhoods. It attacked all of them, and particularly the “reliable war agent. 
Sidney Hillman, for discouraging all militancy among the workers in the interests 
of national defense “If Green, Woll, Hutcheson and Tobin have their way, 
said Foster, “the workers will be tied up with no-strike, no-wage-advance, no 
organize restrictions as they were by Gompers during the first World War 
Hillman man esepecially was attacked for “using his influence everywhere 
to kill the fighting spirit of the workers, to dampen their wage movements and to 
halt their organizing drives.” Foster praised John L. Lewis for taking the 


7 William Z. Foster, “The War Aims of American Imperialism,’ The Communist, Vol. xix 
S08, 311 (April 1940) 
* Browder's report appears in ibid., Vol. xix: 791 (September 1940) 
* Daily Worker, June 25, 1940 
" This phrase appears, for example, in the front-page editorial in the 
12, 1940 
See, for example, the front-page editorial in the Daily Worker for 
which Wall Street's desire to grab colonial loot was blamed for e 
the “criminal European War” as soon as possible 
’The Communist, Vol. xx: 115, 119 (February 1941) 
See the front-page editorial in the Daily Worker, February 28, 1941 
lend-lease bill as “the war-dictatorship bill.’ 
‘Ibid., March 19, 1941 
®* Thid., July 4, 1940 
“™Willlam Z. Foster The Trade Unions and the War,” The Cc 
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most advanced stand, among leading union officials, against the war It was to 
we vreat ¢ of Lewis and the strong group of CLO leaders behind him, 
Foster declared, that while the other union heads “have accepted the im 
perialists’ ‘sacrifice and no-strike’ policy, the Lewis leaders have developed a 
militant Campaign in defense of the workers’ economic standards. This is the 
very strongest point in their present war-time program.” 

\ bitter Communist attack greeted the National Defense Mediation Board on 





+} t 


ts formation i Mareh, 1941. In an editorial headed, “FIDR’s Newest Move 
Against Labor.” the Daily Worker said: 

Phe purpose of the board is admittedly directed against strikes—the strong 
est weap ‘ the workers in their struggle for redress of grievances and 
este ai? vl el VW ves 

rhe me National Defense Mediation Board will be every bit as bad as the 
War Labor Board of the first World Wat In fact, it will probably be far worse 

ew of the greater war effort of American imperialism this time 

The setting up of Roosevelt's National Detense Medintion Board is n move te 
keep the workers from winning higher wages at a time when living costs am 
profits are soaring It is clear that the workers will have to rely upon their 


own strength.” 
Iwo days later the Sunday Worker, opposing an alleged Administration effort 
to take over the strike-bound Allis-Chalmers plant with troops, attacked the 


National Defense Mediation Board as “designed specifically to hamstring the 





Seeking for allies in their policy of labor militancy at home, combined with 
opposition to involvment in the war abroad, the Communists made a hero of 
John L. Lewis, who in earlier years had been the target for some of their 
bitterest attacks When Lewis warned that efforts of the National Defense 
Mediation Board to “bust strikes” would not work with the coal miners, the 
Daily Worker gave him front-page headlines, printed an abridged text of his 


speech, and praised him editorially for his stand.” The strike of 400,000 coal 
miners against the southern pay differential was Warmly supported, as were 
militant strikes in other industries, such as the Vultee aircraft strike “The 
movement for wage increases must be developed every where.’ the Daily Worker 
editorialized. “The issues is the Lewis program of winning increases versus 


the Hillman program of sacrifice.” 

\ dramatie crisis was reached with the strike at the North American Aviation 
plant at Inglewood, California, in the late spring of 1941. National Defense 
Mediation Roard efforts to end the strike led to the Sunday Worker headline 

Defense Mediat on Board Unmasked iis KF I) R Spearhead to Stash Strike 
Rights.” The next day the climax was reached with Roosevelt's order to the 
army to take over the plant, while General Hershey simultaneously ordered the 
ending of draft deferment for strikers in plants with arms contracts. The Daily 
Worker reacted with a front-page editorial, “Troops versus A Living Wage” 

In Mr. Roosevelt’s employment of troops against the Inglewood, Calif., strikers 


the central issue is the right to strike 








The Administration seeks to wipe out this right Were it to succeed, the 
American workers everywhere would be at the merey of the monopoly corpora 
tions.” 

\ week later the Daily Worker featured an article. “Lessons of the Inglewood 


Strike,” by William Z. Foster: 
When President Roosevelt sent Federal troops against the aviation workers 

nd broke their strike | Foster wrote], it was a taste of the Hitleristie terrorisn 

that Wall Street capitalists have in mind for the working 


e Class These wal 
mongering imperialists, who dominate the Roosevelt Administration, are deter 
mined to compel the workers to accept lowered standards of living and restricted 
Civil liberties as part of their bigger plans to force the unwilling American people 


nto the ‘shooting’ war. * 


The strike was symptomatic of the widespread resentment among millions 


of workers at being forced to pay for a criminal war to which thev are 
4 ] sed . 
I 893. 898 
I W lk Mare} 1 11 
S \\ ker, M h 2 1941 
‘ 8 fA 11941 
21] VW ker. M 41 
: Worker, June S, 194 
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“The National |Defense] Mediation Board is * * *— striving to break the 
workers’ resistunce to the war, to reduce their living standards in order to pay 
for the war, and to strip the unions of the right to strike.” 


WHEN GERMANY ATTACKED RUSSIA 


Five days later Hitler sent his armies crashing across the Soviet frontiers 
This time there was none of the indecision and confusion that had characterized 
the reaction of the Communist Party to the Nazi-Soviet pact It was obvious that 
the Soviet Union needed all the support, economic and military, that it could 
possibly obtain. Along with this went a different interpretation of the war, a 
fresh appraisal of Britain's role in it, a new analysis of this country’s interests 
and tasks, and a correspondingly different attitude toward defense strikes at 
home. 

“This military aggression by the fascist rulers of Germany [the Communist 
Party declared] * * * is an attack likewise upon the peoples of the United 
States and of the entire world, * * = * 

“The American people * * will see in the cause of the Soviet Union and 
its peoples the cause of all advanced and progressive mankind 

“kor full support and cooperation with the Soviet Union in its struggle against 
Hitlerism.” 

Yet the Party could not admit that its previous analysis had been inadequate 
Before Hitler's assault upon the U.S. S. R., asserted a manifesto of the National 
Committee of the Party, “the war was not really a war against fascism but a 
struggle between rivals for imperialist aims.” Now it had been transformed into 
a people's struggle for the defeat of Hitlerism, and the leading slogan of the day, 
accordingly, was: “Defend America by giving full aid to the Soviet Union, Great 
Britain, and all nations who fight against Hitler.’ In the process the ¢lass 
struggle here was shelved as the Communists, in their desire to bring maximum 
aid to the U.S. S. R., appealed for the formation of a national antifascist front 
to defeat Hitler, with labor urged to take the lead in its establishment 

Krom this it was but a short step for the Communists to urge American entry 
into the shooting war and quick invasion of Europe. In an editorial entitled 
“The Third Front,” the Daily Worker asked: “How much more will these peo 
ple Jin the occupied countries] become inspired to activity as they will see the 
development of the Western front by Great Britain and the United States?” 
A few days later Foster spelled out the argument in a major address in Los 
Angeles, asserting that in effect we were already at war with the Nazis: “Teo 
the question of how far should we go in the struggle against Hitler, the answer 
must be an emphatic ALL THE WAY. There can be no temporizing, half-hearted 


measures. The United States must throw all its strength into the struggle 


munitions, funds, and, when needed, also men. Any policy short of this invites 
national disaster.’ Those persons who proposed aiding the U.S. S. R. and 


Britain with “all measures short of war,” Foster declared shortly afterward, wer 
in reality handcuffing the United States and sprea ling pro-Hitler propagand: 
A month before Pearl Harbor another leading Communist called on America to 
give of her manpower as well as her resources, do an equal share of the fighting, 
and participate in opening a western front. 

krom the Communist point of view, the reaction of the labor movement to 
the Nazi invasion of the U.S. S. R. was disappointingly slow and indecisive, with 
the CIO regrettably unable to reorient itself quickly. Infinitely worse was the 
reaction of John L. Lewis, who, after seven weeks of silence, reattirmed his isola 
tionist position. To collaborate further with Lewis was, therefore, impossible ; 
it Was necessary to effect a “complete regrouping within the CLO and in the whole 
labor movement on the basis of the unity of all forces in favor of a struggle 
against Hitlerism and against all those hindering this struggle.” The working 
class, said the Party, was more interested than any other group in securing maxi 

‘ Thid 

25 Thid , 

'Thid,., June 30 

7 Ibid., July 18, 1941 

*Tbhid., July 21, 1941 

** Thid.. Julv 29, 1941 

’William Z. Foster, “For the Military Destruction of Hitlerism! The Communist. \ 
xx: 793, 790 (September 1941) 

‘John Gates, “The Army and the People,” ibid., Vol. xx: 997. 998-9 (November 194 

AEditorial article. “The Working Class and the National Front Against Hitlerisn 
ibid., Vol. xx 763, 768 (September 1941) 
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mum pro luction of military equipment Without outlawing strikes, it Was poss! 
ble, through negotiation and mediation, to settle all disputes without loss of valu 
lass, in the eyes of the Party, were to 


able time. The new tasks of the working « 
help build labor unity and the national frot 

Phe ‘friends’ of labor who demand special Concessions for labor as a condition 
ubor’s fi irticipation in the national defense program, who preach 
labor has no stake in the war to defeat Hitlerism ire not friends 


lass as well as of our nation,” said the 


Wis how associated, really work for 

7 should be sufeguarde!] but not exercised 

terests of nation: ‘fense and maximum production Strikes in 

ustry should be ¢ led, said Foster, by a more prompt and vigorous 
grievances and by ; re militant defense of workers’ interests 

wuent boards Phre ‘Land the CLO should eliminate jurisdictional 

: with the railroad brotherhoods affiliate to the Anglo-Soviet Trade 

Union Committee At the same time, Hutcheson, of the AFL, and Lewis, of the 
C1O, should be foreed to sever all Connections with the America First Committee 


r give up their labor posts 


tL HARBOR 


rim fact of Pearl Harbor forced a reluctant America to face the realities 
onal warfare. To the Communists, who had been emotionally at war since 
June 22, Pearl Harbor provided the justification for the line they had been urging, 
nd forged national unity behind the position they had taken up. “This tre 
mendous event Pearl Harbor] . . does not change the basic line of our 
Party,” National Chairman William Z. Foster told the Party’s National Com 
mittee on December 7, 1941 “It merely swiftly matures our analysis and makes 
necessary a tremendous intensification of our work in all directions, according 
the main policy we have already developed.” “ For once the shrill voices of 
the Communists merged into the national roar, as virtually all groups in the 
country—though not always for the same reasons—shouted similar slogans 
On the very day of the Pearl Harbor attack the National Committee of the 
Party pledged its support to the government during the war and called) for 
national unity to achieve victory The war, in the Communist view, had be 


ome one “between the free existence of nations and world slavery.” There 
after the Communists differed from other groups prinrarily in their insistent 
demands that western Europe be invaded at once So far as other labor Rroups 
were concerned, the Communists were distinguishable chie thy by their uncom 
Promising opposition to strikes, their advocacy of incentive pay, and the bitter 

their denunciations of John L. Jewis. In the process of building of the 

unity necessary to winning the war, the Communists made peace with 

talists, swung whole-heartedly behind Roosevelt, and even transformed 
their party, temporarily, into a mere political association. 

Communist opposition to strikes as harmful to the war effort was made evident 
at once In its Decenrber 7, 1941, statement the Party's National Committee 
declared that: “All disputes in industry must now even more urgently than be 
ore be solved without interruptions of production.” “Foster urged the unions, 
in Closest co-operation with management and government, to push for maximum 
production. Arbitration and mediation of labor disputes were now indispensable, 
he said, while to protect their interests the workers should demand full repre 
sentation in the Cabinet and on all government boards Organizing campaigns, 
Foster wrote shortly afterward, could and should be carried on without strikes 
and jurisdictional strikes should be prevented by agreement between rival 
unions. “As for the closed shop, important as this is for union labor, it would 
nevertheless be a grave mistake to launch wide strike movements for its estab 
lishment.” When, if at all, should strikes be resorted to’ Foster's answer 
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Was that “in this war emergency labor should contemplate using the strike only 
when the basic economic needs of the workers are involved or the very life of 
trade unionism is threatened, and then only after all other means of settlement 
have been exhausted.” * 





Communist opposition to strikes as harmful to the war effort soon hardene 
When an independent union of welders decided to strike in west coast shipyards 
two weeks after Pearl Harbor, the Daily Worker declared “The Welders strike 
ix out of order.” If some of the welders thought they had grievances, the Work« 
editorialized, this was not the way to settle them in the midst of a grave nationa 
emergency.” “ “No idle plants, no idle machines—FOR ANY REASONS!” wrote 
Roy Hudson in an article featured in the Daily Worker. “Strikes help Hitle 
because they weuken the war.’ When members of the International Brothet 
hood of Electrical Workers struck the Camden, N. J.. plant of the Radio Cor 
denser Company a month later, the Daily Worker argued that “this war is the 
workers’ war... Any strike is bound to prove a hindrance to the war effort 

A year later Browder saw behind a rising strike movement a conspiracy to 
prevent fighting the war through to victory, and to bring about a negotiat 


T¢ 


l 


peace instead. This movement was based, Browder asserted, on the contenti 
that labor was not interested in winning the war, that only the government and 
the emplovers had a special interest in victory Grievances had to be s¢ e 
Without strikes, for the war could not be carried on otherwise. Referring 1 


his being labeled “strikebreaker” by the Trotskyite paper, The Militant, Bi 
der declared: “As regards the fomenting of the strike movement that threatens 
America at this present time, I consider if the greatest honor to be a breake 
of this movement.’ 

this attitude toward strikes renrained unchanged until the surrender of 
Japan, except that attacks upon strikers and strike leaders increased in inten 
sity until the end of fighting in Enrope. When makers of B-29 engines at the 
Chicago Dodge plant struck in June 1944, the Daily Worker called it a “dis 
graceful spectacle” and added: “The real strike is on the war fronts. To call 
any other kind of strike is to scab, and scabs should be treated as scabs.” Six 
months later, when UAW-CIO members struck in aircraft plants, the Worke1 
published approvingly the statement of President R. J. Thomas of that union 
that “anyone who strikes today while our sons and brothers are shedding their 
blood on the battlefronts is a 100 percent scab.” A strike of Detroit Dodge 
workers early in 1945 was denounced as “nothing less than a stab in the back 
of our armed forces,” ° 

Meanwhile Communist attacks upon labor leaders who used the strike weapon 
mounted in intensity, with the most bitter assaults and most extreme epithets 
reserved for Lewis. Lewis’ proposal early in 1952 to unite the AFL and the CIO 
wis labeled a sinister maneuver His effort to organize farmers was denounced 
as harmful to the war effort and as serving disunity, “all of which [was] pleas 
ing to Lewis with his game of disruption, which in effec 
comfort to the Fifth Column within the trade-unions,” I 
oz the Communists were denouncing Lewis for " 


‘To is giving ald an 
bv the late spring of 
traitorous activities.” Later 
when Lewis told the Truman Committee that labor's no-strike pled 
necessarily binding” because of the application of the Little Steel formula by 
the War Labor Board, the Worker called Lewis “the leading opponent in 
ranks of the President’s program of defeating Hitlerism 

The coal strikes of 1943 heightened the fury 


ge was “not 
wba 


of the Communists’ attacks on 
Lewis. As the miners prepared to strike late im April. the Worker warned that 
“a strike cannot be tolerated under any circumstances for it would be a stab 
at our armed might just as we are about to burl it at the A 


<is roster 
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appealed to the miners not to give indirect aid to Hitler by crippling war produc- 
tion, and urged that they “not let their just grievances be used by John L. Lewis 
us a pawn in his disruptive fight against President Roosevelt and the govern- 
ment.” ** When the strike had nevertheless occurred, Browder, in an analysis 
of its lessons, proclaimed that “every effort to break down the no-strike policy 
is a blow for Hitler and his Axis partners, is treason to the people, is a betrayal 
of labor itself.” "" The Party’s National Committee attacked Lewis for setting 
himself above the labor movement and the government, and for “trying to 
assume a veto power over U.S. participation in the war.” In his report to the 
Party’s National Committee in June 1943, Browder spoke of the “Lewis insur- 
rection against the war,” and charged that the miners’ strike was engineered 
by Lewis as part of a treasonable conspiracy of the pro-Nazi fifth column 
The conspiracy against the war, Browder alleged, sought to place Lewis in 
charge of the United States as Hitler's Gauleiter.” 

When the miners prepared to resume their strike, the Worker addressed a 
front-page editorial “to our fellow workers—the coal miners.” proclaiming that 
“you must make the most important decision of your lives” : 

Two choices are open to you: 

Kither to follow John L. Lewis, strike against your country and help Hitler 
Or to renounce Lewis’ traitorous course and stand by your Commander in 
Chief your nation, your union, and yourselves.’ 
When Lewis proclaimed a truce until the fall, the Worker warned that Lewis 
not given up his war against the government and the people of America : 
S preparing to drive a knife into America, perhaps at a more decisive 
‘nt—when millions of Allied troops are on European soil locked in the 
of battles. 

“Lewis will not relinquisb his treasonous line as long as Hitler fights.‘ 

Other labor leaders and labor groups came in for a much smaller share of t 
abuse heaped on Lewis for his wartime obstructionism. When Walter Reuther 
gave support to the coal miners in one of their walk-outs, the worker denounced 
him for nelping “spread the infections of disunity and defeatism.” “% Browder 
linked the two labor leaders, different though their attitudes were toward the 
war, in urging repudiation of “the strike policy of John L. Lewis and Walter 
Reuthef.”“ “Ifyouthink * * grievances are more important than the war,” 
wrote Browder, “then your place is with John L. Lewis and Matthew Woll and 


he 


wh people as Walter Reuther, and all the advocates of a negotiated peace.” 

The Trotskyites and Socialists around Reuther were held responsible by the 
Party for the holding by the UAW-CIO at the start of 1945 of a referendum on 
whether the no-strike pledge should be reaffirmed. When Reuther urged UAW 
members to vote “yes” in the referendum but only until Germany was defeated, 
with the no-strike pledge limited after that time to war plants, the Worker 


denounced him as a “double-talker” and ridiculed his position: 
“We can imagine Reuther combing tf uctories, and departments within 
uctories, to determine which workers he ¢: all out on strike. And we can 
icture the fury of the men who have , anded on Luzon, when thes 

Reuther’s stand.” 
Communists repeatedly placed strike blame on Trotskyites, Lewisites, 
and Social Democrats 

\ igh it was to eliminate strikes, this alone, in the opinion of the 
Communists, would not insure production on the required scale. A year after 
Pear] Harbor, Earl Browder proposed that the Party support the general appli 
cation of incentive pay, provided that the wage rates were stabilized for the 
War period and that the cost of living remained stable. Labor-management 
production comiittees, »urged, should “develop the spirit of emulation between 
ment and labor, between plant and plant, department and department 
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and industry and industry, a spirit which will quickly rouse a whole fever of 
production, if the obstacles and penalties to productivity are removed.” “ 
When some months later the War Production Board considered the desir 
ability of extending the use of incentive pay systems, the Worker hailed its 
action and pointed out that Browder had been among the first to advocate 
such a step.” Browder specifically denied the validity of Walter Reuther’s 
argument that incentive pay was piece work.” Reuther opposed incentive 
Wages in the airplane and automotive industries, Browder charged, because onls 
by preventing rising pay could he get the workers desperate enough to strike 
Communist support of Roosevelt was not based, as with some other sections 
of the population, simply on the fact that national unity behind the President 
Was essential in time of war It was also reluted to Roosevelt as a svinbo of 
American-Soviet understanding and cooperation When the Worker came out 
early in 144 for a fourth term for Roosevelt, it said signiiicantly: “The people 


Want Teheran for America and for the world—and that means they w 


> 
Roosevelt 


POSTWAR PERIOD? CP VIEW 


Was the continued existence of the Communist Party consistent with the na 


unity that the Communists sought to promote and to project into the post 
war world’ Browder thought not, and urged dissolution of the Party, to remove 


lional 


the issue of Socialis from the political arena, to prevent the “outbreak of grea 


Class struggles within the nation,” to cease disturbing national unity once peace is 


uchieved, and to “find a program that will unite the democratic, progressive 
majority of the American people, from all Classes, and * * * not permit that 
Inajority to be split up and thus give the opportunity for the anti-leheran forces 
to rise to power.” Under Browder’s leadership the Comiunist Party dissolved, 
forming in its place the Communist Political Association as a “nonparty organi 
gation of Americans * basing itself upon the working class.” 

The national unity achieved under the stress of war, Communists urged, should 
extend into the postwar period and should include the area of labor-management 
relations Hiere the leadership was taken, at least publicly, by the International 
Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union, an organization that has rather 
consistently followed the Communist line. In the spring of 1944 Local 6 of the 
Longshore Union proposed that the no-strike pledge be continued after the war 
in return for guarantees of basic union security, with differences to be settled by 
arbitration.”  Tlniled by Harry Bridges, president of the union, this “security 
preamble” proposal was promptly endorsed by the union's international executive 
board When the Longshoremen met for their next convention at the end of 
March 1945, Bridges urged adoption of the security preamble, and a resolution 
to that effect was adopted unanimously. “We ask for only one thing in return, 

ra postwar guarantee to let our Union live,” said Bridges. “We don't ask 
for any wages, hours, or working conditions. If our Union lives, we will take 
our chance upon our ability, our leadership, and our unity to secure these 
things,” “ 


Earl Browder, “Production for Victory,’ The Communist, Vol. xxii 
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* Thid., May 8, 1948 
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*Daily Worker, May 22, 1944 As Communist views changed during this period 

tle and subheading of their monthly theoretical organ underwent parallel changes J 

June 1944 The Communist carried the legend, “A Magazine of the Theory and Practice 
Marxism-Leninism.” Beginning with July 1944 the legend was changed to “A Marx 
Magazine Devoted to Advancement of Democratic Thought and Action.” In January 1945 
the title of the magazine became Political Affairs, with no change in legend, but in Sey 
tember of that vear, with the liquidation of Browder's revisionism, the legend became \ 
magazine devoted to the theory and practice of Marxism-Leninism.” 

The ILWU Dispatcher, June 2. 1944. 

Ibid., July 28, 1944 

Proceedings of the Sixth Biennial Convention of the International Longshoremen’s 
and Warehousemen’s Union (March 29 to April 2, 1945), pp. 218-19. 226 Rejection of 
the security preamble by the Pacific Coast Waterfront Employers Association failed to 
diminish the union's enthusiasm for it 





160 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


Political strength and national unity, not strikes, would solve postwar prob- 
ems, the Communists declared : 
“Strikes in the postwar period [Roy Hudson reported to the National Com- 
ttee of the C. P. A.] will not solve the problem of providing sixty million jobs, 
of maintaining the take-home earnings established during the war. These 
things will be brought about by the more effective organization of labor's political 
strength to maintain unity and cooperation of all those who support President 
Roosevelt's program and the decisions of Teheran and Crimea. But this unity 
and cooperatyvon cannot be secured if labor places its reliance on the strike 
weapon * *™ 
Phe polices ational unity, which has made possible the peaceful solution of 
uring the war, can also enable labor to meet the problem of increasing 
f organized labor and secure ll ernployment with rising living 


for Labor and Management.” announced 

ip Murray nd William Green, as “a step 

nd international cooperation and which will 

postwar period Browder regretted that 

facturers refused to be a party to the pact, 

relations between labor and management, 

The Communists, said Eugene Dennis, 

mstructive basis for reducing the aren of 
apital and labor, and for creating a stron 


Anglo-Soviet-American alliance, for peace 


ideas ubout the post 

strength helped’ subdue 

Union, national unity here 

tis were defeated, however, 

that would permit the 

‘re would be dissatistied elements in all 

ike, who might turn to the international 

tion and leadership. With Germany and 

ikened, only the United States could dispute 

ider the circumstances a united country 

Drowder’s talk of 

increasingly be 

Jacques 1 . : ho rd iv down the 
hited Stat Hitler ar lis Nazi res 

weeks of Duclos’ article, 
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hited State om mst yu 
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] “arly foreshadowed Con 

Association adopted a 
condemned as a heres) 


whenever a 


V negative vote, On July 27 

establish the Communist Party 

delegate) ~ and two days later Foster became 
th Browderism officially condemned as a revision 
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Not until “Browderism” had been rejected was it revealed that Foster had 
disagreed with his predecessor's policies from the start. In Jannary 1944, four 
months before the formation of the Communist Political Association, Foster had 
submitted a letter to the National Committee of the Communist Party protest 
ing against the implications Browder found in the Teheran decisions regard 
ing post-war national unity. In the picture that Browder drew, said Foster, 
“American imperialism virtually disappears, there remains hardly a trace of the 
Class struggle, and Socialism plays practically no role whatever.” The notion 
that there would be a no-strike policy and no class clashes for a long time after 
the War was nonsense, Foster declared, for the Teheran conference did) not 


abolish the class struggle here. Instead of disarming in the face 
the unions should strengthen their ranks to meet the attacks 


capital 


The new political orientation of the Communists had its counterpart 
labor relations. Whereas in March 1945 the Communists were att: 
vis’ strike threat as attempted insurrection and treason, and 
resort to or permit strikes in the final stages of the war 
the war elfort,’* by mid-summer they were attacking 


asserting 


nosing sanctions against striking unions.’ 
sarrival of V-J Day the Party’s Labor Committee de 
to exercise its rights to strike wherever and whene 
interests.” While workers wished to help achieve orderly 
‘rsion, the Connunittee warned that strikes could be avoided 
fine labor’s just demands. Workers would strike to defend the 
ms they had won, the Committee asserted, and they would also strike 
improvements where the wage freeze and soaring living costs had lowered 
their living standards.” The Party bore part of the responsibility for labor's 


ack of preparation for the reconversion crisis, said the Committee: “our ow! 


wrong policies of the war period and the post-war illusions that we tried to foster 
among the workers contributed in large part to the present aggravated sit 
tion. 


jAIN MILITANCY 
The Communist Party in the post-war period became again the military o1 


anization with which this country was familiar prior to June 1941. Ava 


supported strikes under virtually all circumstances, though it criticized bitte: 


the tactics of strike leaders labeled reactionaries, Social-Democrats, or Trotsk 
ites During the first wave of post-war strikes in the winter of 1945-46 a 
Party spokesn an reported happily: 

“The fear that a four-vear no-strike policy and arbitrary decision of lab 
disputes by a government agency would take the militancy and strike experier 
out of the working cliss has been definitely dissipated Strike solidarity 
almost every instance is 100 per cent. Workers report for mass picket 

; 1 


despite cold and rain Vigilance is at a particularly high level 
When Lewis called off a nation-wide strike of bituminous coal miners in DD 
cember 1946, as the second post-war reund of wage-strike strugeles mounted 


in intensity, Party lenders condemned his “capitulation,” in sharp reversal « 
the roles that had been plaved during the war. 
] between the Soviet Union and the Un ted Stutes 
on American policy became increasingly bitter, while 
leaders, us alWayvs, wus defended. Following Wit 
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all for Anglo-American association to stem Soviet expansion (in his Fulton, 
Missouri, speech of March 5, 1946) the National Secretariat of the Communist 
Party cried: “Defeat Anglo-U. S. Imperialist War Drive; Restore Big 3 Unity to 
Preserve World Peace.” The Party charged American monopoly capitalism 
with a dream of world domination, in which the “rotten British imperial system” 
was to be its junior partner.” Thereafter Party literature was filled with at- 
tacks, increasing in bitterness and intensity, on the “imperialist war-mongers” 
of this country,” coupled with pleas for restoring the Anglo-Soviet-American 
coulition that had won the war. 


POLICY BASED ON SOVIET 4 


Party policy through the vears has been noted either for con 


nor moderation Whether the issue in the World War LL period was 


r 
terpretation of the character of the war, American entry into the fighting, or 
ttitude toward strikes, Communist policy was characterized by violent twists 
ind turns, by sudden shifts. often from one extreme to the other. Analyzed in 

terms of American developments, these twists and turns seem bizarre and un 


redictable: they become understandable, however, as the preceding account las 
WH, hen analyzed in terms of the needs of the Soviet Union 
I militancy had the object of develo ing the fighting spirit and 
worke1 inder Party leadership, looking toward the day, remote 
ight seem, When power might ized When Hitler's triumph 
i | of the Soviet regime, t] lass struggle w shelved in 
der to crotie 
nediate ene nis 
‘arty in this and other countries to minimize 
ind democracy, and to find at least as much 
in fiscism \long with this went an extreme 
this country, in order to interfere with the 
Hitler invaded the Soviet Union, however, 
democracy, appealed for every possible 
irged American entry into the fighting 
quipment was essential, with no time 
* CLs] 
mitted merely the intensification of this policy Communist 
rikes in wartime matched those of any other group and 
Lewis and other leaders of wartime strikes were accused 
irrection Projecting American-Soviet collaboration into the 
Communists under Browder’s leadership envisaged a con 
mal unity that had been built during the war—a unity of 
vho supported American-Soviet cooperation as exemplified 
ons As part of this national unity, the area of labor 
to be narrowed. The Communist Party itself, having 


postWar society, transformed itself into the Communist 

tion 
again changed the picture Military victory brought, not a 
f wartime collaboration, but conflicting interests and the cold 
Since the national unity of wartime could only strengthen the hand of 
United States in this struggle, the Party returned to a policy of Class struggle, 
extreme militancy in strike action Along with this went attacks on 
licy of this country as imperialistic and promoting war. Under 
leadership the BP: ; ad been unable to forsee this change in policy, 
taken a French comrade, Duclos, to point out the line to which the 

must adhere 
Communist Party phrases its union tactics, its strike policy, and its 
itude toward union-management relations in terms of the needs of American 
‘kers in the light of economic and political conditions at home. This résumé 
Party labor policy over a 10-vear period, however, demonstrates that the 
planation must be sought elsewhere, in the real or supposed needs of 
to which the official Communist Party of this country, as of any 

me allegiance. 


6, 1946 

iam Z. Foster, “American Imperialism, Leader of World Reaction,” 
686-95 (August 1946) ind Eugene Dennis, “‘Defeat the Im- 
cism and War,” ibid., Vol. xxv: 778-809 (September 1946). 
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Mr. Sripman. Now, I should like to go much more hurriedly over 
the policy that the Communist Party follows in the trade-union field. 
It concentrates on key industries; it is interested in basic materials, 
such as steel and oil and automobiles; it is interested in transportation 
and in power and in defense plants. It is also interested in the sec- 
ondary aspects of our economy, partly because it can build up mass 
support there for its various policies, partly because it can recruit 
members there, partly because the treasuries of the unions established 
in those fields may be used to support the various front activities which 
the Communist Party establishes from time to time. 

In order to get control of unions, the Communist Party follows a 
policy of colonization, of directing party members into’ plants 
strategically located. These then form party caucuses, present party 
slates for offices, and present eee at union meetings. Caucus 
meetings are often attended | V outside party officials in order that 
plans may be coordinated with the Communist Party line. 

Communist members are very active union members, engaging in 
all sorts of voluntary activities and attending regularly union meet 
ings, and also staving—and this is extremely important—no matter 
how late the union meeting lasts. In many cases, the non-Communists 
and anti-Communists, worn out by long debates, go home, and then a 
small group of Communists may be able to dominate the meeting. 

Once the Communists get in control by these methods, union Jobs 
are then given to the party faithful; resolutions support the various 
changes in the Communist Party line, the union afhiliates with and 
gives financial support to various Communist-front organizations, 
and the union becomes a means of recruiting party members. Essen- 
tial union policies, in terms of militancy, strike action, and the rest, 
are determined in the light of the world needs of the U.S. S. R. 

In this country, Communist Party policy has undergrone several] 
important changes. The earliest period began in 1920, with the for- 
mation, under William Z. Foster’s leadership, of the Trade-Union 

Edueational League, which followed a policy of boring from within 
and trying to gain control of American umons. The Trade-Union 
Educational League had its most significant success in some branches 
of the needle trades and became a factor for a time in such unions as 
the machinists’, the carpente Ts’, and the miners’. 

In 1929 there was a change in the party line, coine iding with a left 
turn in world Communist policy. The Trade-Union Edueational 
League transformed itself into the Trade-Union Unity League, which 
set up a series of dual unions, as rivals to, and in an effort to replace, 
the established trade-unions in this country. 

Correspondingly, the Communist Party through this period fol 
lowed a revolutionary and sectarian sort of line. 

The next important turn in policy came in 1954. By this time 
Hitler was in power in Germany. Fascism was the great threat, and 
Communist Party groups throughout the world sought to build up 
popular fronts against fascism. Dual unionism, obviously, was out 
of step with such a policy, and the dual unions here of the Trade- 
Union Unity League were liquidated. They were very weak at this 
time, and so the Communist movement lost very little. But this, I 
think, was a subsidiary reason for the liquidation. 

At its peak, the Trade-Union Unity League only claimed 125,000 
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members, and it was not a significant factor in the American labor 
scene, except in the fur industry and perhaps another area or two, 

The liquidation of the Trade-Union Unity League was followed 

by the most fortunate break, from the Communist Party point of 

view, that it had ever received in the trade-union field. Very shortly 

after this liquidation, in November 1935, the Committee for Industrial 

Organization was formed, and large numbers of volunteer and paid 

or@vaniZers needed to be sent to the str neholds of American industry, 

Where arrests and beatings had to be taken 1h the day's work. The 

Communists furnished large numbers of oreganiZers ih that period, 

pald and volunteer. 

The CLO realized it. I think, in mat y cases; yet il took the attitude 

hat, once the workers were organized, the Communist organizers 

ht them in could be fired and the control of the ore aniZa- 

hed by the CLO without any diffieulty. What happened, 

hanv cases the Communist organizers did a 

b and were able to entrench themselves into 

p and get themselves elected into office. They won a fol 

In many plat ts that was not shaken for a 


A KL Wis uttae ka 


reat manv vears. 


o the CIO, as many em 
the CIO, for being Conmmunist-dominated, 
felt that in the interest of their public 


y what they kKhew Was the obvious 


ime of World War II, therefore, the Communists had be- 
‘ul influence in a series of unions which altogether had 
haps one-third of the total CLO membership. They were in control 


fa series Of sig iheant WWoOMS, the | nited Kleetrieal,. Radio and 


Ma ne Workers, the National Maritime Union, the 7 rahsport 
Workers tion, the International Loneshoremen and Warehouse 
’s Union, the Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, the Fur and 
Leathe Workers: and they had streneth ma number of others, 
‘| hey Col trolled the legal wma public t\ stiffs oft the CQ. They 
ad influence in some State and local CLO bodies—in New York City 


and i some other cnses 


} 


1O49 “ul «| LODO, the C1Q) Ist} uted procee Wes acwnarnst the (‘om 
bond ited unions toi follow Ing the parts line and also for 


rgvanize in most cases ai s enifieant proportion of their 

1). the result ot th Ss owas that some 10 Communist 

wn ons were expelled from the CLO. 

the present strength of the Communist Party movement 
mion field Ol cerned, it has come to the lowest ebb 


1()%)* 


1935. I) ie rent issue of Fortune magazine there 1s 
mate of the current Communist Party streneth in the trade 
field. The most Import 


are the United Electrical, Ra 


Oo ana Machine Workers, how very 
sharply reduced in its membership, the Mine, Mill and Smelter Work 
ers, the International Loneshoremen and Warehousemen’s Union, the 

ational Fur and Leather Workers, and the American Com 
Association. But the total membe rship under Communist 


int unions under Communist control 
}; ] 
t 


‘se UNIONS, plus the other areas where the ( ommiumnists 
0) strength. is now estimated at just tl little over B00.000 
Both within the AFL and within the CLO, Communist union streneth 


} 


luv, except for a few scattered locals. 
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In this decline of Communist Party union strength, it is my belief 
that the non-Communist affidavit, section 9 (h) of the Taft-Hartley 
Act, has played an unimportant role. Communist dominated unions 
at first op yposecl compli: ince, as did in fact most other unions in this 
country, but the Communist-dominated unions finally complied. 

Those few union leaders who were publicly known as Communist 
Party membe rs publicly resigned from the C — t Party withou 
changing their pont of view in unhy respect. thers left their elected 
position and too k some ap Porn ti\ © positions in — they were still 


‘ 


uble to control pol eV, with pe rsons W ho coul | Sign he aflidavit Pron 
ing for them, in the elected offices. Still others filed the aflidavit and 
there have been no prosecutions for perjury. 

()) the other hana. there have heen several antl Commun { tlhionhs 
that hh ive refused to file the aflidan Its because t] ey rega <lecdl then 
{ lo. as an unfair anil undeserved as} ersion Obl ub 

Within the recent period, there have hee 1 two ¢ 

nunist or anti-Communist unions have vigorously foug 

inist-controlled unions for the right to represent 
such aren has heen 1h) the electrical, radio, ma ae hine fie] l, wher v 
International Union of the Electrical. Radio and M; chine Worke I's, 
the IUE, has been clashing \ ivorously W ith the U Is. Anot he I has bee) 
in the farm-eqtipment field, where the United Automobile Workers 
of the CLO has similarly sought to win bargaining rights away from 
the farm equip nt section of the UE 

Ii veneral, I think that in such cases the unions have found that 
attacks on Communist leadership and on the following of the Con 
hnitinist Party line has not been enough. It has been hecessary for them 
to show In acdldition that they could clo aw more etfective iob nh repre 
senting the workers in their day-to-day problems. 

Communist unionism is still a problem today in some areas, though 
N sharply restricted areas, One such aren Is west-coast shipping. 
There are in addition some defense plants where unions still are dom 
inated by the Communist Party members. 

If we become involved in a shooting war with the Soviet Union. 

ch union control in industries like these would be a threat to national 
security. Short of our becoming engaged in war, however, I think 
that any effort to remove such Communist leadership raises a conflict 
with the democratic rights of worke ‘rs to run for office ay ul to vote for 
represents itives of shai ir choice. With Communist unionism | in such a 
relatively unimportant position today, I think it would be a mistake 
for us to infringe democratic rights except to that degree necessary to 
safeguard national security. Even in this cold-war period, with 
shooting war against some of the satellites of the Soviet Union, it 
seems tO Ine more Important to protect the democratic rights of the 
workers involved, 

It is my feeling in general that the rights given to the Communist 
Party in the trade-union field should vary with the degree of —— 
to our national security, As long as we are in the present period « 
col | war or limited war with Soviet satellites, I think it is wise ne 

» bar oem Party members or fellow travelers from sensitive 
amas whether Government or private, where there is danger of 
spying. This can be done by administrative action and is being done 
how by administrative action, so that it seems to me that no necessity 
for legislation is involved, 
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Mr. Barsasu. You mean by security checks of one sort or another ? 

Mr. Seipman. I am thinking a arly about the Atomic Energy 
Commission and its plants, where by administrative measures it keeps 
the unions dominated by the Communist Party from getting bargain- 
ing rights regardless of ability to win an election. 

If we become involved in a shooting war with the U.S. S. R. then, 
of course, I think the danger to national security should take prece- 
dence over the rights of workers to elect officers. In cases like the at, 
it seems to me that every leading Communist or fellow traveler, 
whether active in unions or elsewhere, would need to be arrested, and 
I am sure they would be promptly arrested, and anyone with any 
sympathy for the Communist Pasty movement would have to be 
barred from any governmental or defense plant employment. 

It should be noted, connection with this very sharp decline 
of Communist union Be ah within a few years, that the labor move- 
ment has done the job itself; the Taft-Hartley affidavit, it seems to 
me, has been of negligible influence in this decline. 

I know that despite this decline in strength of the Communist Party 
in the vapeer field, there is some belief that further action, adminis- 
tratively or by legislation, should be — ‘n with unions that were con- 
trolled by Communists disestablished or with a Government board 
refusing to certify a union under ecdelias domination. 

I think this would be a mistake for two reasons. One I have 
already developed—that this is an infringement of democratic rights 
which I think unnecessary in order to protect the national security. 
The other is that this is a matter of which proof would be, it seems 
to me, extremely difficult to establish. 

The CIO, as a voluntary private organization, is able to document 
the following of a Communist Party line by a union, and to take its 
own action of expulsion. A Government board or agency, it seems 
to me, is in a somewhat different position. .A matter of legal proof 
is there involved which would be very difficult to establish. 

Company domination of a union is fairly simple to show, in terms 
of organization, financing, and so on. The following of a Communist 
Party line by people who deny Communist Party membership, and 
who perhaps advisedly do not themselves take out Communist Party 
membership, is exceedingly difficult to document. It calls for a very 
high degree of political sophisti ication. The Communists are adept at 
disguising their efforts, and in many cases it would simply be ex 
tremely difficult, if not impossible, to prove legally that the party line 
was being followed by a union. 

In addition to that, I feel that our experience with loyalty boards 
has shown in some cases that Government boards with the best of 
intentions find it very difficult to distinguish between Communist 
Party and non-Communist liberals or r adicals who owe no allegiance 
to a foreign power and who believe very strongly in the furthering 
of democratic rights in this country. 

Some of our loyalty boards, I think, through lack of political sophis- 
tication, are unable to draw the line where it should be drawn. I 
fear the same kind of thing might result in the trade-union field. | 
think that our best protection against Communist unionism comes 
in other directions. Perhaps our best line of defense is a vigorously 
functioning democracy within the trade-union movement. It is my 
feeling that in many of our unions, including many of our very con- 
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servative unions in an ideological sense, there is too little in the way 
of an effectively functioning democracy. This provides an oppor 
tunity for the Communists that I should like to see removed. 

In addition to that, it is necessary for the non-Communist unions 
not merely to attack communism but to show that they can do a better 
trade-union job in terms of collective bargaining, grievances, and 
similar matters than Communist unions. 

In addition to that, I am confident that both the American Federa 
tion of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations will con- 
tinue their refusal to give the benefit of affiliation and, as a result 
of that, endorsement to unions that give their prime loyalty to a 
foreign power. 

These defenses against communism, it seems to me, are far more 
vital than anything that governmental legislation or further admin 
istrative action of the kind I have deseribed could accomplish. Un 
less there is a much more critical danger to national security such as 
would be caused by entry into war with the U. S.S. R.. J would prefer 
to place reliance on these measures to keep the Communist Party from 
recovering any of its trade-union influence. 

Mr. Barsasn. Does that conclude your presentation, Mr. Seidman ‘ 

Mr. Seipman. Yes; it does. 

Mr. Barnasn. Do you have any questions, Mr. Rogers? 

Mr. Rocers. No. 

Mr. Barsasn. I would like to ask a few questions, if I may. 

One. You have suggested that Communist strength in the unions 
has been reduced to a hard core that is at its lowest point, possibly : 
in the last 15 vears, certainly. Now every witness who has testified 
before this subcommittee has agreed that the overwhelming m: jority 
of the rank-and-file members in these Communist-controlled unions 
ure not, indeed, Communist Party members at all, or at all sympathetic 
to the Communist program. 

Why is it possible for these unions in the face of these facts to 
retain control when the non- or anti-Communist unions leave no stones 
unturned to point out the fact of Communist control 4 

In other words, what is this element of attachment that makes it 
possible, say, for the LUE to lose in Schenectady to the UE / 

Mr. Setpman. I think perhaps there are a couple of factors involved. 
One of them is that in such cases the Communist trade-union leaders 
have done a good job in collective bargaining and on the day-to-day 
grievances of the workers they represent. 

The other factor, 1 think, is that there has been so much irrespon- 
sible Communist name-calling in this country that the charge of com- 
munism is discounted very heavily by the average industrial worker, 
The re he ave been some Cases where employers lh: ave called very con- 
servative unions Communist-controlled. There has been a lot of 
Communist name-calling in government as well as elsewhere through 
out our country. 

The result is that people are used to the Communist charge being 
leveled and since the Communist Party members active in the trade 
union field deny the charge of Communist Party membership, their 
denial is accepted : it face value. In such cases, workers will choose 
an alternative bargaining agent. I think, only when they become con- 
vinced that the rival union seeking to supplant a Communist-domi 
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nated union can do a more effective trade-union job of representing 
them. 

Mr. Barsasi. The other question is this: During the course of your 
statement, Mr. Seidman, vou suggested that the 9 (h) affidavit of the 
Taft-Hartley law has not been effective. Why do you think it has 
not been effective ? 

Mr. SeripMaAn. | think it has not been effective for a couple of rea- 
sons. One of the reasons is in the phraseology of the affidavits. I have 
copy of the affidavit and perhi ips I should refer to it. 

The affidavit requires an oath from a union leader “that he is not 
a member of the Communist Party or affiliated with such party, and 
that he does not believe in and is not a member of or supports any 
organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional] 
methods 

Now, one of the weaknesses is that this requires the union leader 
to state he is not a member of or i with the Communist 
Party. A great many Communists, by direction of the party, have 
not taken out party membership. If thie ‘v have publicly become party 
members, all they need do is pub hiely resign from the party in order 
to sign this affidavit, without incurring the danger of perjury accu 
sations. 

The rest of the affidavit is in terms of belief. “ * that he 
does not believe in and is not a member of or supports any organiza- 
tion that teaches the overthrow of the Government by force.” Belief 
is an extremely difficult thing to establish in terms of an indictment 
for perjury. 

So the phrasing of this means that a great many people who are 


sympathetic to communism, who are fellow travelers. but who by «i 
rection of the party have not taken out party membership, are able 
to sign this w thout meurrine the danger of perjury accusations, 
Even in cases where a perjury indictment might have been supported, 
he Department of Justice has been unv illing fo atte apt ane while 
[ haven't talked to any of their lawyers I should think that this 


phraseology is such 

Mr. Barsasn. They have so testified here. 

Mr. Serpman. That they believe the perjury indictment would not 
stand. 

This, I believe : is one reason why the affiday it has not been effective, 
and why Con ae List members, ex members, or svinpathizers have 
been able to sign this affidavit. Their objection to signing it has not 
been on the ground that they could not subscribe to this particular 
aflidavit without incurring the danger of perjury accusation, but their 
ebjection rather has ben because they opposed the Taft-Hartley Act 
in its entirety, and they did not want, for public relations reasons, 
inside as well as outside of their unions, to comply with an act that 
the ‘vy were de nNoune Ing’ so b itte rly. 

A ereat many union officials who have been vigorously opposed a 
their lives to the Communist movement object to signing this affidavit 
on the ground that it is an unwarranted aspersion upon them, that 
they should not be required to say they are not Communists, when 
eve rybody know S th: if at his ive been thorot iehly op posed to the (‘om 
munist movement for their entire lives. 
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Mr. Barsasu. I have no other questions, Mr. Seidman. I want to 
thank you for your information, also for your forebearance in stay- 
ing over in the face of these very pressing legislative circumstances. 
I am sure that the members of the subcommittee will read your testi- 
mony with a great deal of interest. 

Thank you very much. 

I think, however, that it might be well for the record to show a 
little bit about your background in the field of labor. 

Mr. Sripman. I have been a student of the American labor move 
ment more than 20 vears. I did my dissertation at the Johns Hopkins 
University and received my Ph. 1D. degree there in 1932, on a study 
within the trade-union field. 

I taught at the Brookwood Labor College for 3 vears. I was a 
staff member of the National Labor Relations Board for a total of 
about 5 vears, minus time spent in millits ary service. 


I have been associated with the Industrial Relations Center at the 
University of Chicago for the past 516 vears, both in teaching and 
in the direction of a research project. 


I have been associated with a number of trade-unions, most im 
portantly the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union of the 
AFL, and the United Automobile Workers of the CIO in their educa 
tional work at various times in the past 15 years. 

Tam the author of two volumes in the industrial relations field, 
other than nis dissertation. These volumes are The Needle Trades 
and Union Rights and Union Duties. 

Mr. Barsasu. Thank you very much, Mr. Seidman. 

There will be inserted in the record at this point the statement of 
Philip Taft of the Department of Economics, Brown University. Mr. 
Taft had been scheduled to appear. Regrettably his testimony was 
not taken at the time assigned because of intervening complications. 
His statement shall appear as if read. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP TAFT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS, 
BROWN UNIVERSITY 


Communist activity in labor unions is not of recent origin. ‘The 
Communist attitude toward the eeonomie organization of labor is 
derived from the veneral conception of the role and nature of th 
revolutionary party. This view is opposed to the one held by Social 
ists and other radicals. ‘The Leninist or Communist doctrine of party 
organization is that a Communist Party is to be made up of a select 
and dedicated group of activists willing to place themselves under 
the command of the party executives and willing to carry out the 
orders of the top party officers. The party is not to be primarily 
concerned with the waging of electoral campaigns or the winning of 
office, but with the directing of its members who are operating in 
other organizations. This concept of party organization, developed 
by Lenin early in his career, was introduced on a world scale afte 
the revolution in October 1917. 

It is necessary, first of all, to distinguish Communist aetivities 1 
labor unions from militant anal racic: il trade- union polic les, The 
latter may be open to criticism on various economic, political, ain 
erounds, but they are clirected seemed aiding hn union and 
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members, even though the policies and tactics may be, in specific 
cases or even in general, mistaken. Communist organiz: aoe in trade- 
unionism is part of a whole range of activities which aim at control of 
the various types of organizations of labor and have been directed 
for many years so as to serve the interests of the Soviet Government. 
May ] emphasize that the slonifieant differences bet ween Communist 
trade-union activity and that of non-Communist militants is the 
cent rally organized and directed actin ity of the Communists and their 
unswerving loyalty to the Soviet Government. 

With the victory of the Bolsheviks in Russia in 1917, attempts 
were immediately launched to set up an international revolutionary 
party organized on the model outlined earlier by Lenin. This was 
achieved at a congress or convention in 1919, and the rules were laid 
down the following vear, The ‘Theses and Statutes of the Third 
International declared: 

The class struggle likewise demands that the general guidance of the various 
forms of the proletarian movement (labor unions, Cooperative associations, 
cultural-educational work, elections, etc.) be united in one central organization. 
Only a political party can be such a unifying and guiding center. To refuse 
to create and strengthen such a party and submit to its dictates would mean 
to abandon the idea of unity in the guidance of the separate proletarian groups 
operating in the different areas of the struggle. 

As can be seen from “ae above this is a new type of organization. 
The political party envisaged by Lenin was a re volutionary general 
staff directing all aspects of labor activity, and after his successful 
leadership in Russia he was able to spread his views throughout the 
world. Believing i in the obligation of all to follow orders implicitly, 
the individual union member who is a Communist does not, under 


Lenin’s theory of organization, owe his primary loyalty to the union. 
He is to carry out in this group, as in all others, the directives of the 
political party. 


The fundamental principle of all organization work of the Communist Party 
and individual Communists must be the creation of Communist nuclei everywhere 
they find proletarians, semiproletarians. * * * The duty of the Communists 
consists in inspiring the labor unions and the factory committee with a spirit 
of determined struggle. * * * In the execution of this duty the Communists 
must practically subordinate the factory commitiees and the unions to the Com 
luunist Party, and thus create a proletarian mass organ, a busis for a powerful 
centralized party of the proletariat * * *, 

It was the aim of the Communists to capture the trade-unions, drive 
out their leaders, and use them asa Weapon in the war upon capitalism. 
With this end in view, the Second Congress of the Communist Inter- 
national decided to organize the Red Labor Union International for 
the purpose of conducting its campaigns in the unions of the world. 

In 1920 a Provisional Council of Labor Unions was established to 
unify the revolutionary trade-unions. A congress was decided upon 
for the fall of 1921, and this “Congress paid special attention to the 
working out of a program of action which fully coincides with the 
one adopted by the Third Congress of the Communist International.” 

The older trade-unions were denounced as counterrevolutionary or- 
ganizations which “utilize all means * * * to choke the revolu- 


1 Theses and Statutes of the Third (Communist) International, p. 35 
* Theses and Statutes of the Third (Communist) International, p. 60 
The Red Labor Union International (Chicago: The Voice of Labor, 1921), p. 7. 
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tionary movement.”* Nevertheless, revolutionaries were warned 
against leaving the old unions; they were to remain within the old 
organizations and seek to capture them. The closest possible con- 
nections were established between the Communist International and 
the Red Labor Union International. “This connection was to have 
an organic and business character and is to manifest itself in common 
preparation of revolutionary action and in unified measures on the 
national and international planes.” Each international was given rep- 
resentation on the executive committee of the other so that a common 
program would be followed. While on the surface it appeared that 
the Communist International and the Red International Labor Unions 
were equal and independent, the latter was controlled and directed by 
the former. The resolution on this subject at the Third Congress of 
the Communist International describes this relationship : 

The task of the Communist [International is not only to direct the political 
struggle of the proletariat in the narrow sense of the word, but to guide its entire 
struggle for libe ‘ration whatever form it may acquire. 

American trade-unionism was among the types considered at the 
first congress of the Red Labor Union International: 
In America as in no other country, the labor unions and their leading elements 
play the part of direct agents of capital. The A. F. of L. serves as a most reliable 
tool in the hands of the bourgeoisie for suppressing the revolutionary move 
ment * * *, Therefore the question of creating revolutionary cells and groups 
inside the American Federation of Labor and the independent unions is of vital 
importance,’ 

In pursuit of this program, the Communists aided William Z. Fos 
ter to launch a new organization, the Trades Union Educational 
League. Although it was established in November 1920, it made little 
progress until August 1922, when the first conference was held in 
Chicago. “The Trade Union Educational League greeted the Red 
Labor Union International,” and “called upon the labor unions of 
America to affiliate with it. To this end it pledged its unremitting 
support Ina campaign of education and agitation.” * 

The Communists operating through the Trade Union Educational! 
League planned to invade all unions, but the affiliation of their ad 
herents determined which unions were to feel the brunt of their pres 
sure. The machinists’ union faced an attack, and the candidate for 
president of the union supported by the Trade Union Educational 
League polled almost 15,000 votes in 1922, representing at the time 
about 26 percent of the total. The Communists, through the Trade 
Union Educational League, took the lead in the fight against approval 
of the union-management cooperation plan worked out by the ma- 
chinists and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. However, this was the 
high-water mark of the influence of the Communists in the machin- 
ists’ union. Although the union was subsequently rent by a factional 
controversy involving elections to high union office, the Communist 
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influence was completely dissipated and never again, after the mid 
1920°s, played a role in the affairs of the union. 

The International Ladies’ Garment Workers Union was another 
union which faced a strong attack from the Communist-dominated 
Trade Union Educational League. The Amalgamated Clothing 
Workers Union and the United Cloth Hat and Millinery Workers 
Union were able to overcome the Communist opposition and either 
expe : or discipline their adherents. The furriers’ union was the only 
organization of labor which succumbed to the Communists in the 
1990's, The Trade Union Educational League sought to set up shop 
in the carpenters’ union, but firm action by the international soon 
ended these maneuvers. 

In the United Mine Workers of America the Communists never 
succeeded in calnine control but were able, in the 1920's, because of the 
economic conditions in the industry and the political rivalries within 
the union, to cause some havoc. Firm action by the officers led b: 
John L. Lewis crippled the Communist efforts.’ When the Canadian 
district No. 26 voted to affiliate me the Red International of Labor 
Unions it was ordered to revoke its action or be expelled from the 
UO} The continually deteriorating economic position of the union- 

ed coal mining districts played into the hands of the Communists, 
but by 1928 Communist influence was virtually squeezed out of the 
ininers’ union. They then launched the save-the-union committee, 
but it was only a prelude to the forming of a dual organization, the 
National Miners’ Union. 

The Trade Union Educational League also called conferences and 
set up organizations in a number ot other industries. The textile, 

uilroad, steel, printing, metal, leather and food industries were given 


ittention, but the Communists did not make a great deal of headway. 

In 1925 Foster, who was the Communist with the vreatest trade- 
union experience, conveyed the views of the Communist International 
oO) » forming of fractions within the unions. According to Foster: 


ne is at hand when we must give much more attention than in the past 
organization of party fractions in the trade-unions : PO Ae ine 
sessions of the enlarged executive committee of the Comintern the ques 
building trade-union fractions was one of those stressed greatly 


rade-union fractions are lmportant, for they 


nstruments through which the party carries out its policies in the 
Our party must always act as a unit in the unions. This can 


V be accomplished through the fraction system 


Koster advocated that fractions follow thy veneral lines of the trade 


hon structure, 


\mong the membership of every local union the Communists must organize 
nselves into a group which acts as a body upon all problems coming before 
the organization If there are Communists on the executive committee of a 
given local union, they must act together as a fraction though in close connec 
tion with the general party fraction of the union, The same principle applies 
along the way. The Communist delegates from the various local unions it 
siven trade or industry to a corresponding district council or joint board like 
e form themselves into a fraction, and also those on the executive boards of 
h councils or joint boards. The Communist delegates to all central labor 


} 


incils must take the same course. In the executive boards of railroad system 


miners’ districts, international unions d . of L.) and in co 
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ventions of State federations of labor, international unions and of the labor 
movement as a whole when Communists representatives reach those bodies they 
must combine themselves and act as organized units. * * The fractions 
are party organs for working within the unions. 






These fractions were to be organized with a regular secretary and 
committee at the head. “The fractions of the lower trade-union units 
receive their directions from the higher fractions and party units. 
The local fractions take their lead from the national fractions of the 
same industry,” and all “national fractions stand in close relationship 
with the industrial de ‘partment of the party which directs and super 
vises all their activities.” The party’s instructions and decisions are 
obligatory in fraction work, and “no member of the fraction, once a 
Geneon is made and policy laid down, can in any way take a stand 
against such a policy, no matter What his opinion may be regarding 











‘ie correctness of the pole y. 
Communists have always concentrated upon trade-union work and 


and so forth. 
















A national trade-union secretary directs this work from the center 
Fractions are organized in the unions of all important industries, coal mining 
mnetal, building, transport, needle trades 






At one time fractions existed in “the machinists’ union, the car 
penters, painters, railroad workers, seamen, steel and food workers 
unions.” . But firm action Ly the internationals blunted the etforts 






of the committee. 

It needs to be recognized that the initial assault of the Communists 
upon the American trade-union movement in the 1920's was repelled 
by the organizations of labor themselves, The untons were a strong 
barrier to Communist Infiltration ot American Industry, ana strong 
Communist nucle: were never firmly established in industries where 









unions lal long existed, 

At the fourth congress of the Red Union International, held at 
Moscow in 19s, the defeat of the Communist attempt to capture 
the American labor movement was tacitly admitted. “Further appeals 
to the bureaucracy and depe ‘ndence upon the so-called progressives 
in the reactionary unions is useless and wrong. The TUEL must 
itself become the basis of organization of the organization of the w 
organized.” © This was an admission of failure to capture the Amer 
ican trade-untions, 

Outlining the tasks of its adherents in the United States the Red 
International of Labor Unions directed that the “TUEL shall in 
mediately launch a wide campaign amongst the broadest masses of 
workers, against the class collaboration policy of the treacherous re 
formist leadership now utilizing the unions as instruments of capital 
Ist production.” 

Responding to the orders of the Communist International, a change 
In the trade-union “line” of the American party became evident. 
“The establishment of new unions in the organized and semiorganized 
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industries” became a major task..7 The Communist Party began to 
form dual unions, one of them in the coal-mining industry. To 
explain away the change from boring-from-within to dual union- 
ism, it Was announced: 

The new National Miners’ Union has nothing in common with the theory or prac 
tice of dual unionism. It is forming in an industry where the old union is 
either extinct or existing, through the policies of its reactionary leadership, 
asa company union. It is new not only in organization but also in conception. 
Distinct from the old type of moribund craft union being turned into instru- 
ments of class collaboration distinct in that the new union accepts the principle 
of the class struggle as its basis 
The Sixth World Congress of the Communist International held in 
Moscow during the summer of 1928 advised the Communists excluded 
from the re gular trade-unions to organize themselves together if such 
a movement Is propitious or the labor movement is divided." 

Unions were established in a number of other industries. Most of 
them were paper organizations e xcept as training grounds for Com- 
munist functionaries. The Needle Trades Workers Industrial Union 
was one of the more important, as the Communists succeeded in gain 
Ing a few contracts in the then demoralized New York market. Soon 
the organization of single unions was followed by a call for the form- 
ing of a trade-union center for “class struggle organizations which 
shall unite all new unions, revolutionary munorities, shop committees, 
etc. under a single direction.” 

In August 1929, a Communist-dominated conference established in 
Cleveland the Trade Union Unity League, a full-blown dual union 
center. A number of industrial unions were established, but most 
of them were nominal organiZations. The new trade-union center 
had some meme ‘rs in the garment trades, a few in the coal-mining 
industry and the rest were scattered through the economy. Nowhere 
vas the Trade Union Unity League an important force, and this was 
recognized by the Communist International. <A letter from the ex- 
ecutive committee of the Communist International directed the Ameri 

Communist Party— 

to give its main attention to improving the leadership and day-to-day function 
ing of the miners, automobile, metal, textile, and marine unions, and must 
strengthen the party organizations in the centers in which those industries are 
chiefly located, especially Chicago, Pittsburgh, Detroit, and Cleveland districts. 
The New York district must give its main attention at the present time to im 
proving the situation in the marine, needle trades union and textile unions. 
Through sending representatives * and leading functionaries, assistance 
must be given to the party fractions in those unions, to the district organiza 
tions, and to the lower units in working out the methods and forms suitable 
to the local conditions and factorie’ for organizing the workers into revolution 
ary unions and for initiating mass struggles against the offensive of the 
bourgeoise.” 

The letter obviously called upon the Communist Party to colonize 
certain industries. 

Phe TUUL was not very successful in recruiting large masses to its 
banner. The organization appe ‘ared on the industrial scene at the 
beginning of the vreat depression when even moderate unions found it 


7 The Communist, July 1928, p. 403 
Arne Swabeck, The National Miners’ Union a New Conception, The Communist, 1928, 
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difficult to hold, let alone expand, their membership. Consequently 
the Trade Union Unity League remained nothing but a Communist 
propaganda front. The change in administration did not at once 
change the “party line.” The then head of the American Communist 
Party saw in Roosevelt only a sly Fascist manipulator. “Roosevelt 
operates with all of the arts of ‘democratic’ rule, with an emphasized 
liberal and social demagogic cover, quite a contrast with Hoover, who 
was outspoke ‘nly reactionary. Yet behind this smoke screen, Roose- 
velt is carrying out more thoroughly, more brutally than Hoover the 
capitalist attack against the living standards of the masses and the 
sharpest national chauvinism in foreign relations.” * Even the organ 
ization of labor encouraged by the Roosevelt administration was 
suspect, for that was a “movement toward the m7//tarization of labor. 
[Italics in original.| | This is the most direct and open part of the 
Fascist features of the New Deal. ‘The sharpest expression of this is 
the forced labor camps with the dollar-a-day wage.” 

The expansion of the labor movement brought changes in the party 
line. From espousing dual unions, the party turned its attention to 
the American Federation of Labor. “The work of building a revolu- 
tionary trade-union opposition in the A. F. of L. and railroad brother 
hoods has assumed greater importance.” the party announced in 1934. 
“The whole party must be mobilized for work in the A. F. of L. and 
a decisive turn toward winning the millions of workers organized 
the A. F. of L. unions and the railroad brotherhoods and isolating 
the “bureaucracy.” Party members were told: “Communist fractions 
must be built in the A. F. of L. unions,” “and their task was to attempt 
to win the workers and eliminate the leaders. As the labor move 
ment expanded, the director of the American Communist Partv’s 
trade-union work urged the enrolling of “every party member eligible 
into the trade-unions.”* The party, at the same time, ordered the 
“red trade-unions” to “attempt to join the A. F. of L. unions as organ- 
ized units.” The party recognized that this was no easy task. and 
that the A. F. of L. unions would not agree to accept an organized 
revolutionary minority in a block. Consequently members were ad 
vised “where collective Noches is not possible, me mbe rs of revolutionary 
unions should join the unions of the A. F. of L. individually.” *° The 
center of trade-union work was to be transferred to the A. F. of L. 

It is necessary to give the maximum amount of attention to the correct orgat 
ization of the work of fractions in the trade-unions taking into account that in 
connection with the transfer of the chief attention to work in the A. F. of L., 
the work of the Communist fraction becomes of decisive importance for insuring 
the correct work of all the Communists in the trade-union movement and in 
earrying out the party lines. * * * Everywhere leadership on the chief 
questions of the work of our fractions in the trade-unions, especially in respect 
to strike leadership, must be concentrated directly in the [Central] [Committee | 
at the center and the appropriate committees in the localities.” 


2Earl Browder. Why an Open Letter to Our Party Membership 
August 1933, pp. 711-712. 
2 Ibid pr 715 
‘The Wav Out: A Program for American Labor: Manifesto and Prinei 
Adopted by the Big rath Convention of the Communist Party of the U 
Workers Library, 1934), p. 48, pp. 76 17 
5 Inck Stachel, ee of the Economic Struggles and the Work in the 
The Communist. March 1934, p. 292 
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The difference between the policies of the Socialists and the Syndi- 
ealists and the Communists are clear. Socialists and Syndicalists 
acted as individuals with a common philosophy and frequently did not 
agree on specific trade-union problems. The Communists acted not 
only as a block within the union but the policies were made by non- 
union political commissars who directed every change and action of 
the disciplined minority in the union. The policy itself was not made 
in the United States, but by the Third International Comintern. 

In short, at every stage in the development of the revolutionary trade-union 

ment in the United States IL, class-struggle unions of the TUUL, the 
of the united front on the trade-union field, the fight for trade-union 

t Was with » help of the Comintern that the American revolu 
orkers were able to find the correct way to correct their errors and, 
anifold changes in tacties, to press on to the goal of building a revolu 


de-union movement in the United States 
fact, informs us that the policies pursued by Com- 
unions are formulated by the Comintern. Within 
on were experienced in the various aspects 


eanized and 


»Hotl inclined to allow LTOUps O1 


ab outside revoluntionary general stafl to seize their 


. the Communists, as was noted, failed completely. The 
Cir atly eXpa dled opportuhities presented the mselves to the Com 


with the expansion of unionism. Had unions been estab- 
lished in the mass production industries, and had organizations of 


labor been allowed by industry to develop and grow in a normal 
itis very likely that Communist Influence 1 (merican unlons 
have reached the level it achieved in the mid-1940’s. 


mplacable enemies of communism and would never 


have permitted the growth of such divisive influences in their organi 


1] 


But unions had been sternly repressed in many industries, and 
Hoarriers wet dow) miiilons of workers flocked to the UNIONS, 


he Communists : unparalled opportunity. In due course 
sted Unions Nn j rial evTiOnsS where none had existed be 


ons were not o1 ly new. but then erowth was both sud- 
~ In many mstances, on a Vast sere. The clitference between 

heir position and that of the older unions with respect to the ability of 
, reat. The 


ons are not only quick to recognize attempts to 


organized Communist caucus to Tunction was very o@ 
oreal zed clisse) 101, but have sufficient prestige to den with 
manifestations summarily. Within the newly organized unions 
there was no established corps of officers, few who had a large amount 
of prestige, and not many with sufficient experience to do the day-to 
lav administrative work. These conditions gave the Communists an 
inusual opportunity While the numbers that followed the Trade 
{ ational Le were hevel laree, these organizat hOWMS did 
for the Communist unionist in organiza 

inisterIne unions. Thousands of unso 

unions for the first time. found it difh 

nist from another trade-unionist. This 

chance. The remarkable aspect of this 


M 





COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS | Va 


situation is not that the Communists gained influence, but the little 
they have been able to retaln. It isa great tribute to American labor 
and to their unions that, as a rule, as soon as Communist influence 
Is recognized it ceases to exist. The reat barrier to Communist 
fluence ka American industry is a strong trade-union movement, 

Mr. BARBASH, The hearing is recessed until } s reconvened at t he 
direction of the chairman. 

reupon, 

to cu 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 11, 1952 


UNITED STAFES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEI 
oN Labor anp Pur WELFA 


Phe subcommittee met, pursuant to calle at 10:40 : 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Hu mphrey 
nian of the subcomunittes } presiding. 

Present: Senator Humphrey. 

Present also: Jack Barbash. staff director: Merton C. Bernstein 
subcommittee counsel. 

Senator Humrnrey. Mr. Frank, will vou come right forward ¢ 
First of all, 1 want to formally apologize for keeping you waiting 
this long. Iam going to ask vou to just proceed as vou wish. You 
know the nature of this investigation and the eany that we are 
making. and we, of course, know that you can lend a vreatl deal of 
light upon it. 

I should say, and you possibly have read, that we have not entered 
upon the subject ot ‘the investigation of Communist infiltration into 
certain trade-unions with any preconceived notions as to what the 
remedy may be. There are those who would like to say that we know 
What the remedy would be, but we are honestly making an objective 
search in the hopes of finding some answers. 


STATEMENT OF NELSON FRANK, LABOR COLUMNIST, NEW YORK 
WORLD-TELEGRAM AND SUN 


Mr. Frank. L appreciate that, Senator. 

I am Nelson Frank, labor columnist of the New York World- 
Telegram and Sun, 125 Barclay Street, New York City. 

Senator Humrnurey. How lone have you been a labor columnist 
for the New York World-Telegram and Sun / 

Mr. RANK. | have covered labor there for the last half dozen years 
about, working on general assignments, including labor, for a couple 
of years before that. And immediately prior to that I was a special 
agent for naval intelligence for a couple of vears during the war, where 
I had plenty ot op portunity to <* what the © ommunists were up to 
in the labor field and otherwise, but large ly . labor, so that I think 
I know something about the problem ot ates and Communists 
in trade-unions. 
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I have been particularly interested in the non-Communist affidavit 
requirement of the Labor Management Relations Act. Whieh 1 will 
talk about. IT havea brief statement here. 

Senator Humpurey. Go right ahead. I just thought we would get 
your background for the record. [T know of your understanding of 
this problem of Communist infiltration and your eo as a 
reporter and as an observer of the labor movement. It 1s for that 
renson, of course, that we wanted the benefit of your testimony. 

Mr. RANK. \s IT was saving, I have been, both as a reporter and 
with naval intelligence, made aware of the problem of Communists in 
the trade-union movement. a problem that has been of decreasing’ 
11h} ortance, but one which is still far from unimportant. It is my 
view that the non-Communist affidavit requirement of the Labor 
Management Relations Act has been a useful factor im vetting come 
of the Communists off the backs of labor through its original separa 
tion of unionists into those who could s o}) ithout trouble and those 
who had to worry for a couple of years be a thev were finally pel 
mitted by the Communist Party to sign the affidavits. 

I believe that from the first the National Labor Relations Board 
avoided a distinct responsibility by refusing to go beyond the actual 

enature on the affidavit. Known Communists were permitted to 
shift from elected to appointed positions so that they could qualify, 
as in the case of the United Office Workers. In cases where the 
union was anaes to be completely under Coane control, the 
Board refused regularly to go outside the formal affidavit. Any 
judge in the Nation could be asked to take judicial notice of, say, the 
fact that the Fur and Leather Workers Union is known to be run by 
Communists. It has seemed unreal to me that the NLRB has been 

willing to do yanyv more than ask for the oaths of men like Ben Gold, 
fur union president, who openly resigned from the Communist Party 

» he could sg on that oath. That le ads me to one sugevestion that | 

ive for tightening up the law. 

Senator Humpurey. We would be very glad to get that. 

Mir. Frank. That is. that the law clearly states that the NLRB may 
take judicial notice of the fact that a union Is known a the community 

a Communist-dominated uUnLoOn, and that the Board should be per 

tted to make findings on the union's rielt to NLRB services on that 


Mr. Barnasn. You are aware, Mr. Frank, of the legal implications 
of what vou say, as to permitting the Board to take judicial notice 
{ it a union is Communist dominated. We have had « ‘ases hefore 
this committee where unions were thought to be Communist-dominated 
by certain elements in the community, and it was clear to us that they 
were not Communist domu ated. 

Mr. Frank. Lamtalking about particularly flagrant examples. For 
example, in the fur workers, let me point out one vice president, Irv 


ing Potash, who is presently serving a prison term as a Communist 


leader, one of the Foley square Communist leaders. And while in 
Prison he is reported] vetting his regular salary paid either to him 
orto his wife by the union. 


\) oTrner vice president Is Leo Straus. who is active almost from 
1 \ to day 0 ssorted Comiaunist fronts. He was leader last Vvenur of 
ne delegation which came to Moscow and eame baek with the usual 
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laudatory comments about how wonderful things are there. And he 
is the man whom the Army dropped from his Reserve officer status 
because of his known viewpoints. These are both men who are vice 
sent eei of the union. Gold himself resigned publicly resigned, 
from the Communist Party, and stated in his resignation that he 
would continue to believe the things he had believed previously. 
Nothing that he has done since the date of his resignation or since the 
date of his signing the aflidavit has been different, so far as anybody 
can see, in his public actions, without cone into his private meet 
Ings with the party. They have been in no way different than they 
were before. 

It seems to me all one would have to do would be to take c lip pings 
from the daily newspapers or releases which his organization sends 
out, to show that his organization is completely Communist and is 
domg what it can to set up new Communist fronts to do whatever the 
party wants done at any given moment. 

Senator Humpurey. Now vou have the non-Communist affidavit 
which is filed with the National Labor Relations Board. That 
correct, is it not? 

Mr. Frank. | am sorry sir. 

Senator Humpurey. IT say the non-Communist affidavit is required 
to be filed with the National Labor Relations Board. 

Mr. Frank. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. There are one of two things which can 
done. The mere filing of that non-Communist affidavit can be « 
to satisfy the demands of the law or the Psa a of law, 
the NLRB could, where it has any reason to have doubt as to 
veracity of sald affidavit. refer it to the Justice De ‘partinent an L ranke 
an appropriate investigation, and if there is any perjury in the se 

of filing a false aflidavit there should be prosecution. Is that 
correct / 

Mr. Frank. Except that what the Board does is accept the 
davit at its face value, without any question about, for example 
fact that a man like Gold resigned from the party orem <s 
a statement, and then signed the affidavit. [immediate] he Sigi 
and the other people with him, in his union, who one as also pn 
sume were members of the party, and did not publicly resign fron 
the party, and immediately the Board cleared him, and \ 
clean as anyone else and his was as clean a union as any 
it seems to me that there is a clear-cut case where the ( 
at least consider the matter before simply washing its hands by sav) 
“We will turn this over to the Department of Justice.” which has 
not had e xpe rience in this sort of thine. just lea ving it tothem. The 
Board has had years of experience in dealing with company unions. 
and much of the material that your committee I think has already 
dealt with to some degree. But much of the same sort of practice that 
applied to company unions would apply to Communist unions. Yo 
could make up a whole set of circumstances which a union needs it 
order to be cited as Communist-controlled, and the Board eould guide 
itself by that. Instead, it has been absolutely impossible for anybody 
to get any consideration by the Board. 

Senator Humrnurey. What I am digging at her 
Sa procedure of administration which the 
are correct when you say that in the miatin 
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these affidavits at face value, just accepted them as being valid, when 
there are circumstances which are commonly known which indicate 
that the affidavit is nothing but a piece of paper and does not reveal 
the true situation. 

Now, you are suggesting that the NLRB in that instance proceed 
on its own to double check these affidavits and to disallow them if 
they have sufficient evidence that they are false or deceptive. The 
suggestion has been made that the NURB make a preliminary exam- 
ination. If it finds that there is any evidence which would lead them 
to believe that the affidavit has been falsified, then that aflidavit could 
be submitted to the Department = Justice with the request that 
mmediate full-scale investigation be had. And if the investigation 
— the results of the preliminary investigation of the NLRB, then 

‘Justice Department could prosecute forthwith. 

We Frank. Except that the question then arises: What happens 
to the union, or to the individual, immediately ¢ In other words, the 
man submits his signature, Is that enough for the Board to imme 
liately Say, “This is per fee ‘thy all right ¢ By? 

~enator Humpnrey. [think you may have to go further than that. 

Mr. ate | apmes the Justice Department should certainly be 
brought in if there is any example of perjury. But T think that what 
the Board has been an ng has been to ignore the thing, except that in 
the initial instances, where people resigned from the party, the Board 
Was accepting it and turning it over to the Department of Justice. 
But it did no more than that, and it immediately qualified the union 
simply on the basis of the signature, although the Justice Department 
nught have needed weeks or months to go into the matter or might 
have not wanted to 20 into it at all. 

So faras I know, the only instance where the Board del: ived by eveh 
as much as a week or two to clear the union simply on the signature 
was in the case of the Food and Tobacco Workers, where Donald 
Henderson shifted from president to administrative director so that 
he would not have to SIgn. And the Board then held up for a week 
and asked him whether administrative director wasn’t the same post 
as president. And, rather than go into the matter at all, he prea 
his resignation from the Communist P arty, and si ened, 
ind that was all there was to it. Nothing t] hat he hi as done since hs as 
hown that he has drifted away from the Communist Party. Sut 
that was th iearest that the Board ever came to interfering with 
anyone. 

Let me cite another union which we have in New York City: the 
\merican Communications Association. It is headed by two stanch 
px ty line Is, Jose phi Se ‘Hhy and Josep yh Kel poe, Confronted by a Senate 
committee some months bac k. hoth refused to tell us the xy were (‘om- 
munists or even if they knew of espionage in their industry. Nor 
would their attorney, Victor Rabinowitz, who regularly practices 
before the NLRB, answer questions about whether he was a party 
member or if he had been asked to furnish information for the benefit 
of a foreign government. Now, because both Selly and Kehoe have 
signed these aflidavits, the NLRB has refused to consider anything else. 
In fact. since that Senate hearing, the union hi as been on an NL RB 
ballot in New York, where it narrowly won the right to represent some 
5.000 Western Union workers. And this despite the fact that Selly 
had refused to answer before the Senate this question: “Were you a 
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Communist as of the time you signed the non-Communist affidavit 4” 
He refused to answer that on the grounds that he might incriminate 
himself. 

Mr. Barsasn. Was that refusal tested in the courts, Mr. Frank / 

Mr. Frank. No; it was on the grounds that he would incriminate 
himself, which presumably is valid. But he had signed the affidavit. 
He was then asked in public whether he was a Communist the day he 
signed it. And it was neither necessary for him to answer, under the 
constitutional grounds, nor was it necessary for him to do anything 
more so faras the Board was concerned. The NLRB paid no attention 
to this refusal of his, and he went right ahead and has had elections, 
and now has some 1.900 workers captive, who are going to have to pay 
per capita to him, although they don’t want to, because they voted for 
the A. F. of L. union as against 2,300 who voted for him. 

Mr. Bernstein. The language of section 9 (a) is somewhat peculiar 
in its wording and says merely that the Board’s authority to go ahead 
in representation cases and under labor-practice cases is conditioned 
upon the filing of the required aflidavits. It gives no other authority. 
‘The scheme of the statute would seem to be that the sole sanction is a 
criminal proceeding for perjury under section 35 (a) of the Criminal 
Code. Do you believe that there is sufficient authority under the act 
as it now stands to have the NLRB take some further action and dis 
qualify or refuse to accept affidavits about which it has some question 

Mr. Frank. I think that the Board clearly has some power. It is 
not as helpless, as weak, as it tries to make itself out to be. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let us assume that it does not. Should it 
have? 

Mr. Frank. It certainly should have. Asa matter of fact. I would 
ceive it more than is stated now. But the discussions in the Congress 
at the time of the passage of the law showed it was the function to get 
Communists out of unions. And.as a matter of fact. 1 feel that to a 
degree this has been helpful, and this pressure has been one of the 
things which inspired other opposition groups within unions to carry 
on the fight, and so on. 

I think the thing has not been wasted by any means. But I think 
that the Board itself—and the Board has in other Instances, in other 
situations, where for example unions have forced dismissal of a worke1 
or have got closed = into the contract—the Board has disallowed 
the union activity, because it was for an illegal purpose. And 
seems to me that where you have a situation where simply because a 
person has signed an affidavit, and they are carrying on an illegal 
activity or are showing that their sign: ture just meant nothing at all, 
the Board has the power to start considering and to hold wp actions 
pending a settlement of the thing. 

Senator Humpurey. I am of the opinion—and it is just my personal 
opinion, which I have not discussed with anybody else—that the 
National Labor Relations Board is something more than a large file 
cabinet or filing system for non-Communist affidavits. I think it may 
be argued that, if the Board accepts a non-Communist affidavit as a 
part of the mechanism of processing cases by it, the Board has some 
obligation to do more than merely file the papers. The Board coul ; 
make a perfunctory preliminary investigation which would at leas 
cast some light on the validity of an aflidavit. Now, the burden of 
proof would rest upon the Board, to be sure. I am not suggesting 
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that the burden of ~ root should rest on the individual. We find this 
situation again and again, where departments of Government just sort 
of compartmentalize themselves. They have sort of vacuums In- 
Letween. SO t hist there Is ho tlow ot ideas. I do hot believe that is 
rieht. 

Mr. Frank. Thank vou, Senator. 

Senator Humpurey. L will most like ly be jacked up by my counsel. 
| do not know how you boys feel about all ey But vo right ahead. 
You ventlemen are at liberty to hold forth too. 

Mr. FRANK. There is the case of James Matles and Julius Kimspak, 

the United Electrical Workers. Thanks to James B. Carey and 
the CLO, the opportunities of this outfit are now greatly restricted, 
hut even so some 150,000 to 200.000 workers are either in the UE o1 

bargains forthem. ‘That means that inthe key electric firms where 
[E has a foothold these workers are subject to the usual Communist 
potential of espionage or sti ikes or sabotage. Both Matles, who is 
organizational director, and Emspak, who is secretary-treasurer, have 
been identified at one time or another as members of the Communist 
arty. Both have signed non-Communist affidavits, and both have, 
nee signing those affidavits, refused to answer whether they are mem 
hers of the Communist Party. Both refused to tell] before COl- 
eressional committees that thev were Communists, and then the ‘V 
went before the Federal grand jury in New York and refused to even 
admit they had sioned these affidavits. They were cited for contempt 
by the jury because they wouldn't even identify their own signatures 
O]l the NL R B oaths, 

Senator Humpurey. Very cooperative individuals. 

Mr. Frank. Well, this is a typical sort of situation. They finally 
une before the judge, and the judge said, “Well, 1 won’t ask you to 
dentify vour signature, but I think that you must tell whether you 

directed that somebody file an affidavit for you.” And, after conter 
ring with their attorney, David Scribner, they finally agreed to admit 
that someone had filed a non-Communist affidavit for them. 

senator Ht MPEIREY. Would this not lend you to believe that they 
Were somew hat tearful that the Se afliday its be conteste “lf c 

Mr. Frank. Their fear apparently was only in the criminal sense 
Because the NL RB paid no attention to it, wasn’t even aware of it or 

seemingly wasn't aware of it, and has never acted: never has done any 
r about it. Kmspak, by the Way, has sinee been cony icted of con 
tempt of Congress for his refusal to answer. He was not as shrewd 
as Matles and didn’t put it on the grounds of self-inerimination. So. 
he was tred, and [ think got a 3-month sentence, which he is now 
appealing, for his refusal to answer whether he was a Communist. 
And yet he is classed as pure as any other honest unionist in the 
country. 

Senator Humpurrey. Now, we are getting to a point about the 
worth-whileness of this non-Communist affidavit. It may have had 
some good effects, but it also has given the badge of Government accept 
ance, of Government responsibility, to organizations and individuals 
who, under other circumstances, without this non-Communist affidavit 
which they have filed, would not have such a badge of respectability or 
of acceptance. In other words, the Government has taken its official 
seal and said “Thou art a good man, good, true, and loyal.” That 
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Mr. Frank. Toa degree that istrue. But TP think that is only wit! 
the sacrosanct rooms of the NLRB, where everybody else knows this 
isa Communist union, and simply the fact that these have been signed 
doesn’t mean anything. 

Senator Humpurey. Something like Al Capone. Everybody knew 
he was a hoodlum, but nobody seemed to be able to prosecute him until 
finally they caught him upon the mcome-tax deal. It was not because 
of murder or that innocent people had been killed, but that one day 
he cheated Unele Sam: and they nipped him 

Mr. Bareasu. The records will show that the NLRB testified to the 
subcommittee that the, had referred about 40 or 50 of these to the 
Department of Justice. 

Senator Humpurey. And. with equal C% ndor, the record should 
show the Justice Department has not been doing wnvehing about it. 

Mr. KRANK., ‘| hey have held hearmes at certain places, and there 
has been at least one mdictment. 

Senator Humpiirey. It appears to be pretty slow work to me. 

Mr. Frank. IT have talked it over with people in New York who 

saware of the situation. and they felt that the term “or affiliated 
vith” Is broad enough to include ae of t hie people who have alleo 
edly resigned from the party. I thin k a case could probably be made 
if the Department of Justice had the time and wanted to vo into the 
effort. In New York City it is so busy attacking the Communists o 
some other fronts that possibly someone would have to have some 
special people just assigned to this one job. But IT think that a case 
could be made, and that it should he nice, 

Asa matter of fact, the former Federal attorney in New York 


Who is how State supreme-Ccourt jus tice, Irvine Saypol, Was pre me ‘d 


to vo ahead and vet indietments a O% “inst Mi: atles ana Kmspak, snd he 

Was the one who started the action against them. And then suddenly 

he began running for ei and a new man came in, who got tied up 
th all sorts of other hings, the Communist trial, and so on. 

Senator HUMPHREY. They are understaffed. T grant vou that. 

Mr. FRANK. Nothing more has been done, but I think something 
could be done. I think the law could cert: alnty be tial itened up. But I 
think even as it stands now something could probab ly be done wit! 
proper cooperation between the Labor Board and Justice on this. 

Senator Humprrey. We do not have any trouble keeping sole 
worthy people out of the country under the McCarran Act. We stop 
them at Ellis Island, people that want to come in here. that in 1920 
joined something. But here is a situation at eee It is the same 
Department. Here is a situation within our own midst. And we 
seeln to get little or nothing done. | just do not see it. It does not 
add up to me. If you pass a law providing for a non-Communist 
affidavit. then that is the law of the land. There is supposed to be 
some reasonable degree of truth to the affidavit. And. if one does not 
certify as to the truth, he should be properly prosecuted. 

Mr. Frank. I think that is right. I think the Board could start 
it, and Justice could go on from there. Sut I think also that to pre 
clude the loopholes, people vetting through the loopholes that exist 
now, the law might very well be tightened wp. 

I have here, for example, a clipping from the Daily Worker of 
March 21 of this vear, telling about the peace train which came int 
New York City, the Communist Peace Front. 
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It says one GE worker got 80 of his coworkers to sign this peace 
program, or whatever it is. 

Now, this probably means in Schenectady, where the Communists 
ave maintained control of the one large GE plant there. They have 
lost control of almost all of the other large plants. 

But here is an instance where the party still controls this one 
plant, and, as a matter of fact, last fall, was permitted to be on the 
ballot in an NLRB election, and run, as a matter of fact. and defeat 
a decent union in that situation there. 

Senator Humenrey. To what do you attribute these defeats of these 
other unions ¢ 

Mr. Frank. Well, things get very involved. Most workers tend to 
forget or tend to ignore the political aspects unless it gets very close 
to them. The workers tend to think pretty largely in economic 
terms or in specific things about themselves, and it is only when the 
Communists are confronted with their needs for utilizing a union to 
the party’s benefit to the disadvantage of the workers that the workers 
are suddenly made aware of them. 

Senator Humpnrey. Such as in France. 

Mr. Frank. I was thinking in this country of the National Mari- 
time Union, where, for example, the party was just doing certain 
things within the union, calling for Joseph Curran and the others 
in the union to cooperate with Bridges in a way which was to the 
detriment of the union. And Curran made an issue of it. That was 
al instance where Curran could make an issue of the thing and use 
that against the party and ultimately defeat every one of the party 
officials there, and even go on to the point of barring party members 
from "9 union; which is very pene ite at this time, when the Coast 
Guard homenene Communists or known subversives off the docks 
any ae: ris suppose d to be ieina3 it. 

M: ay c go on now 4 

Senator Humpeurey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Frank. This business of Matles and Emspak and these others 
who have refused to answer about whether they were Communists 
on the day they signed the oath, and so on, lest they incriminate 
themselves, brings me to a suggestion that I have, that I have talked 
over at considerable length with a number of people. 

It seems to be generally agreed that it would have very definite 
value. That is, let each affidavit also contain a clause that it shall 
serve asa Waiver of immunity for the signer on all questions relating 
to communism and fascism before any agency of Government. 

It seems to me that if anv Communist were confronted—Ben Gold 
might resign from the party one day and sign an oath that he is not 
a Communist. He would have no great problem at that moment. But 
if he knew he could be called up the next day and asked about what 
he had done in the Communist Party or when he had left it or 
whether he was still meeting with it or when he had met with to form 
this new front he was forming or whatever else it was, and he could 
not answer lest he be found guilty of contempt, that would have a ver) 
definite effect of barring these people from signing. 

I think that a lot of them who would not hesitate to perjure them 
selves would hesitate to put themselves in a position where they would 
automatically be confronted with the question of either signing or 
being in contempt of Congress by the court. 
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Senator Humrnrey. | was wondering about the constitutional 
aspect of that. 

Mr. Frank. I was going to say that we have in New York State 
a law that anyone who works for the State, or I think for any munici 
pality, any agency within the State, on being given a waiver of im- 
munity before any body, and refusing to sign it, is automatically 
off the payroll. Or, on being questioned before any body and re- 
fusing to answer, they are automatically dismissed. That has been 
upheld. 

Now, it seems to me that here we are asking something of the Gov 
erhbment, just as the Supreme Court uphe td the fact that you had to 
sign the affidavit. There is no reason why they would not go alon 
with the rest of it: that on this one subject there should also be 
waiver of HMMUNICY on this one question, 

Mr. Bernsrein. However, those waivers are only signed just prior 
to the time the testimony is required, and not when a person takes a 
job. 

Mr. Frank. It is not a general waiver. That is true. But there 
Was one school janitor, | believe, who Was involved in espionage, 
and he came down here to Washington and was questioned and 
refused to answer any questions. He was not asked to sign anything. 
He was just asked questions. He refused to answer the questions 
lest he incriminate himself. He went back to New York, and he was 
out of his job. «That goes back, by the way. It was Franklin Roose- 
velt, who, as Governor, put that in. There was a sheriff in New York 
City who had vast sums of money in a tin box, and he would not tell 
anybody where the money came from, and he was questioned, and he 
refused to sign a waiver of immunity and refused to tell where the 
money came from, So that it was after that that the law was passed. 
And, if | remember correctly, it was called the *Tin-Box Farley law.” 

Mr. Barsasu. That was the name of the sheriff, Tom Farley. 

senator Ht MPHREY. We could use some ot those laws how, 

Mr. Frank. But it would seem to me it would have a more definite 
effect here than almost anything one could think of. 

Actually, 1 do not think anything one mane think of will get rid 
of all the Communists. Some of those will get up and call for the 
expulsion of their brother Communists. ee they have to stay 
in there. Dut it seems to me that is a more involved thing, which 
some agencies of Government will handle very well. But I think 
What is necessary is to do as much as possible to make it tough for 
them and to see that they get no help from the Government. 

Senator Hy MpeHREY. The issue here is whether or not an organ! 
zation that is Communist-dominated or -managed should be able to 
avail itself of the services of an established ageney such as the 
tional Labor Relations Board. , 

Mr. Frank, That is right. 

Senator Humpnurey. We do have our own means of counterespl 
onage and intelligence for ca subversivies and spies and 
traitors and that breed of cat. That is a separate section of the code 
of the law. But here we are engaged in discussion of whether or 
not an organization of working people, that it can be proven it is 
Communist-dominated, should be able to avail itself of the privileges 
and services of a Federal agency. That is the issue. It is not 
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matter of whether there is a spy in their midst. You are absolutely 
right that if there is a man who has a real job to do he is gomg to 
be under cover. 

And it is perfectly true that in light of what has already happened, 
these characters have absolutely no worries whatever about resigning 
from the Communist Party on Monday, doing their work on Tuesday, 
and membership in the party does not mean very much. As a matter 
of fact, the open members today, I suppose, are less dangerous than 
those that are underground. 

One of the impacts of the McCarran Act has been to drive a lot of 
these fellows underground. ‘There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. Frank. I am not so sure 

Senator Humrurey. In my mind, and according to the testimony 
before one of the committees here. The Director of the FBI said 
that factor has made his work much more difficult. 

Mr. Frank. I think the party would have gone underground very 
largely asa result of the indictment under the origimal Foley Square 
Act. The party is always supposed to be partly underground. 

Senator Humpnrey. Something like an iceberg. 

Mr. Frank. That is the general comparison; seven-eighths of it 
under water and one-eighth above. 

There are a number of other changes, Senator, that I believe would 
tighten this up. 

Senator Humrpnrey. You have made two recommendations. The 
first one is for the NLRB to make an investigation as to the validity 
of the affidavit. Is that correct / 

Mr. Frank. Well, someone may ask you to take judicial notice that 
a union is flagrantly known as Communist, that it is publicly known, 
which would include an investigation. 

Senator Humpurey. There is no need in your taking judicial notice 
if you are not going to do something about it. 

You should, in other words, make an.investigation as to the validity, 
with the cooperation of the Justice Department. Is that your pro- 
posal 4 

Mr. Frank. That would be the thing; yes, sir. 

Senator Humenrey. No, 2, this waiver of immunity. 

Mr. Frank. That is right. that as they sign an affidavit that they 
ure not Communists. they shall sign a waiver of immunity on the 
subject that they are signing, about communism. Because I can see 
it could be stretched far afield. and there could be lots of other iS 
sues 

But on that one thing, if they are signing a valid oath, it seems to 
me the matter could be handled that Way. 

Senator Humpnrey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Frank. The other suggestion I would make would be to re 
quire that attorneys appearing before the Board file the same sort of 
oath that they are not a Communist, and even outside of the attorney 
and chent relationship, which it seems to me it would be possible to 
nelude. that they would agree to answer questions relating to com 
irish. 

Here you have the instance of Mr. Rabinowitz of the America. 
Communications Association refusing to answer whether he know 
about espionage fone on, not in connection with the union, but just 
whether he knows about espionage, whether anybody has ever bee 
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asked to give anything to a foreign government. Nothing happens to 
him. He is still perfectly free to practice before the NLRB and 
also before whatever courts of law he sees fit to go before. 

I think certainly so far as the Board is concerned, it is desirable that 
the attorneys also be included in this. 

I think that after the Board has been confronted with a charge that 
a union is Communist-dominated, as one of the means of its checking 
on it and also as a means of protecting itself from fraud, the Board 
where it desires shall have the power to require that employees and 
staff members of unions shall, at the request of the Board, file com 
parable affidavits. And IT think that will get around what was the 
original method used by the Communists, of circumventing the act, 
of having them resign from an elective post and take over an ap poin- 
tive post, in which they would carry on the same activity and be paid 
the same amount, except that they would not have to sign the 
affidavit. 

Mr. Bernstein. The Board has taken care of that partially by re 
vising its rules and regulations, so that a union can be required 
show cause whether the person whose position is changed is still per 
forming the same functions under the new office. 

Mr. Frank. That takes care of part of it, then, when a person who 
might be a vice preside nt one year and then might drop out and stay 
out for a few months. might then be taken back as a research director 
or editor of the paper or something of that sort. Or it just might be 
that the editor of the paper, for example, might well be known as a 
prominent Communist, but might never have held office. 

I think there was one union paper in New York City that had the 
former Daily Worker correspondent to Moscow editing it. The union 
finally cleaned house and got rid of him. 

But in that sort of situation, that union was free to accept the 
affidavit. and the Board cared nothing about the fact that this man 
was, | think, an open Communist. 

Then I would say that the wording of the law as it is now should 
be changed from a simple denial of membership or affiliation to read 
that the signer is neither a member of nor aids nor assists the Com 
munist Party or its afhliates or its fronts. T think the National CIO 
constitution is very well worded along that line, and so is the consti 
tution of the A. F. of L. Painters Union. In fact. their language 
might well serve as a model, so that it would read: 


Tam not a member of or affiliated with or aiding or assisting * * * 


I think it should be so worded as to be a continuing statement. I 
know in New York City just within the past week, the painters’ union 
hase xpe led a member who was on one of these recent tr Ips to Mose Ow, 
who has a whole background of Communist associations. He was ex 
pelled from membe ship. 

It might also be well worth noting that under he present lay, 
h: Wing expe ‘tled him from memibe ership, he contin ues to work on the 
sume job with the union members, and the union has no power to do 
anything about it, to force him off. Because since he would be willing 
to tender his dues, that would be the sole excuse for ousting him from 
the job. 

I think I have read that you people have already taken up that 
aspect. 
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Senator Humpnurey. Yes: we have gone into that. 

Mr. Frank. I think this was a fine example, though, this man who, 
just last year, was on one of these Moscow-conducted tours and came 
back here. And his union took action, although the Government had 
done nothing to stop him from going there in the first place. 

I think that I would like to say that by permitting the present loose 
law to remain unchanged, Congress has neglected to back up the 
Armed Forces and neglected to do all that should be done in the 
country. 

In the copper industry, in many parts of electronic and electrical 
fields, in west coast longshore and shipping, and to a degree in com- 
munications as well as in other industries, the present foothold of 
the Communists is a threat to the Nation’s security. ‘The Commu 
nist leaders are merely waiting until the day when the Soviet Union 
alis on them to use their power and act against the United States. 

Meanwhile we may be sure that opportunities for espionage are not 
neglected where they are of value. 

I think it is not too much to say that the Soviet Union has the 
equivalent ot half il dozen atom bombs planted in American industry. 
The push button is in Russia, and whenever it oives the word, they 
will go off and the country will find itself badly off indeed. 

[ think that Congress has the opportunity to lessen this to a con 
siderable degree, and | think son ething should be done about it. 

Senator Humpnurey. Mr, Barbash, any questions 4 

Mr. Barnasu. No. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Bernstein ? 

Mr. Bernsrern. No. 

Senator Humpurey. Iam very grateful for your testimony. T am 

‘ry happy vou could come and talk to us about this. You know, it 
sa difficult problem, if we go into the legislative aspect of it, to draw 

\V leo slative provisions or new law that on the one hand will do 
he ob you Waht to have done, ‘ nad On the other hand vil] not punish 

e Innocent. 

Mr. Frank. L appreciate that. 

Senator Hemenrey. This is a toughie. And, you see, one of the 
reasons that these working people are willing to go along with these 
Communist dominated unions is because everybody W ho has ever asked 


) 


for 2 cents an hour in some communities has been branded a Com 


must. A) (| the ewreatest aid the Communists have COMeS from the 


renetionaries that sit around in some of the loeal taxpayers’ associa 
TwWOnsS ana chambers of commerce, et cetera, that SCreanMn and holler 
every time any laboring man wants to organize. 

Mr. Frank. I think that is extremely true. And I think we have 
to be very careful in our definition of what we mean by a Communist 


] miatter. It is part of the whole con 


. 


that it is not some ideological 
spiracy of the world Communist movement. 
Senator Humpnmrey. It is a working apparatus. 


Mr. Frank. That is it exactly. And I think the thing ean be done. 
I think that there should not be too muen opposition withn 
And I can appreciate the views of some of our organized 


‘leaders that they do not want hanges made in the law, because 


hink it isa bad law to begin with. But T think that changes 
} l ] 


made which ave Mnproved it. and I think that this par 
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COMAMII 


ticularly would tighten up this part of it, which I consider would be 
a valuable part in any law. 

Senator Humpnrey. I have no further questions. 

I thank you. 

If you vet any other information that would be helpful to the 
mittee, We would appreciate it in the form of written testimony or a 
letter. 

Mr. Frank. I have some clippings here from the Daily Worker 
and otherwise w hich might be well worth look ne at. 

Senator Humpurey. I have some, too. 

[am favorite copy. 

Mir. Frank. I see they consider VOU one ¢ I 


Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m.. Wed esday, Ji 


I Oe 
vo oP Line be 


Wis recessed ult LO a.an.. rv a 








COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


FRIDAY, JUNE 13, 1952 


Untrep STaTes SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
oN Lapor aNd Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in the Old 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Humphrey, Lehman, and Douglas. 

Present also: Jack Borbash, staff director; Merton C. Bernstein, 
subcommittee counsel; Max M. Kampelman, legislative counsel to 
Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humpurey. The hearing will be in order, please. 

Mr. Carey, you may proceed as you wish. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES B. CAREY, SECRETARY-TREASURER, CIO: 
PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL UNION OF ELECTRICAL, RADIO, 
AND MACHINE WORKERS, CIO; ACCOMPANIED BY BENJAMIN C. 
SIGAL, GENERAL COUNSEL, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Carey. Senator Humphrey and Senator Douglas, I would like, 
Mr. Chairman, to make it clear before I begin my testimony that I 
exercise my rights under the Constitution, to answer any and all ques- 
ti ions complete ‘ly and thoroughly without the benefit of any immunity. 

My name is James B. Carey. I have been secretary of the Congress 
of Industrial Organizations for 14 years and secretary-treasurer of the 
Congress of Industrial Organizations for 9 years. Since 1950 [ have 
been president of the International Union of Electrical, Radio, and 
Machine Workers, CIO. I have served and still serve on numerous 
official and semiofficial Government bodies and I have traveled abroad 
on assignments dealing with international labor affairs and govern- 
mental programs. 

Kor positions | now hold, Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the 
Public Advisory Board of the Mutual Security Agency; I am a mem- 
ber of the Government Contracts Compliance Board, and also of the 
Atomic Plant Advisory Panel to the Joint Congressional Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

The announced purpose of these hearings by the Subcommittee on 
Labor and Labor-Management Relations is to explore possible answers 
to the question: “What sort of public policy ought we to adopt to deal 
with the problem of Communist-dominated unions?” 

193 
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We agree, at the outset. with the fact implied in the subecommittee’s 
question, that Communist-dominated unions do constitute a “problem.” 
They become a major problem, moreover, when they function in de- 
fense industries and in cu field of production where their leaders or 
agents have access—directly or indirectly—to classified information. 

Communist-dominated unions become an even more urgent problem 
during a time of international tension such as this. Whatever our 
viewpoint—labor or big business, liberal or reactionary—we are all 
forced to acknowledge that our world is living, day-to-day, on the 
brink of chaos. No one knows what small or large event, what acei 
dent o1 purposeful deed can pre ‘Ipitate, overnight. the most devastat 
ine — war in history. 

Hand-in-hand with this knowledge eoes another fateful certainty. 

‘the Um ited States was truly the arsen: he of democracy during Wo rid 

Il, toa far truer extent must it become the arsenal of freedom 
during any new conflict. More surely than in 1939-45 will the non 
totalitarian world depend upon American defense production, Amer 
can military power, American inventiveness and scientific pioneer Ing. 

This being true, the existence of Communist-dominated unions con 
fronts us with two sinister hazards to our national security and to 
our Nation’s function as an arsenal of freedom. 

One, the hazard of political strikes designed to interrupt critical 
defense production or transportation. 

Two, the hazard of espionage and sabotage—the witting or un 
witting betrayal of military secrets or production information and 

he de libe ‘rate e ‘tfort to his ilt or destroy Vital dle fense production. 

There is no element of fiction or hysteria in either of these two 
hazards. Both have occurred and have been documented in the recent 
(merican past; both are more likely to occur in the future because of 
the nature of the totalitarian enemy. 

Before proceeding with my presentation I would like, at the outset, 
to comment on the ore: anized « campaign of falsehood and vilification 
directed in recent months at anti-Communist labor leaders, like niy\ 
elf, al ( at this subcommittee. This campaign, created and culti 
vated by the Communist Party and by the Communist-controlled 
unions which this subcommittee seeks to study, has completely mis 
represented both this subcommittee and labor leaders who have an 
swered the subcommittee’s questionnaire of November 19D. I will 
have more to say on this subject later in my testimony. 

Senator Humepurey. I will join with you in that a little later, Mr. 
Carey. , 

Mr. Carey. I mention this campaign now because I want to make 
tutte ly clear that there is al solutely no di ference ot opinion bet ween 
CIO President Philip Murray and myself on this question of Com 
munist-dominated umons. Nor is there any difference whatever be 
tween the position of the International Union of Electrical, Radio, 
and Machine ee CIO and the national CIO in this matter. So 
that there can be no misunderstanding of this, I want the record to 
want that I person ally and 1 the ICE CIQ both fully en eo the fo] 
lowing statement made by President Murray in his letter « of January 
9. 1952. to Senator Rachiney: 

is the position of the CLO that legislation in this field is both unnecessars 
muvise As a basic philosophy, in the CIO believe that the right of 
an workers to choose their 6 ollective-bargaining representatives 
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is as fundamental to our democratic way of life as the right to speak, to worship, 
and to assemble freely with one’s fellowmen. Encroachments upon this funda- 
mental right to choose collective-bargaining representatives should never be 
undertaken except after a showing that such encroachments are vitally necessary 
to our national safety. We do not believe any such showing has been made 

Senator Humpurey. May I interrupt you fora moment? Is it your 
opinion that your restatement of your opinion, which everybody who 
wants to know could have known, could in any way alter the ec: amipaign 
of vill fie: ation and lies of certain organizations and publications ¢ 

Mr. Carry. No, sir, I don't 

Senator Humpnurery. Do you think that by sti ating that two and two 
make four that you are volng to make peop ste that want to make it five 
change their minds and make it four 

Mr. Carry. No, and despite the number of Communist shafts that 
have been broke ‘ny, try ing to create division or trying to make it appeal 
that division exists between the president and the se retary-treasurer 
of the CIO, the Communists will still continue their disruptive efforts. 
Recent broadcasts by Radio Moscow indicate that they are going to 
intensify their effort. 

Senator Humpeurey. Mr. Carey, I have been around long enough 
to know that this campaign of vilification, lies, and distortions which 
come from the truce talks in Korea is nothing more or less than the 
same kind of pattern and lies and misrepresentations that have cen- 
tered around these hearings only in a much more grandiose and more 
significant manner. The Cc ommunist won't tell the truth, that is all. 
He isn’t interested in the truth. 

Mr. Carry. We don't believe that legislation is necessary or wise. 
We certainly do recognize the seriousness of the problem. We believe 
something must be done to meet this situation, and we welcome this 
committee's operations in this field. 

Senator Humpnurey. Of course, Mr. Carey, you know that this com 
mittee never did pledge itself to the a ect of legislation. We said 
that we would investigate as to whether there was any need. We have 
had an open mind. We have no idea whatsoever as to what the pro 
cedure may be that is necessary. That is why we seek the advice of 
yourself. That is why we are going to seek the advice of those who 
are our vitriolic, congenital enemies. We are voing to olive them a 
( hance to be heard. 

Mr. Carey. Senator, could I take leave to suggest that when they 
ure in ited to appear before this Or any other mt natorial cominittee 

Senator Humrpurey. Don't worry, they will be invited. Because I 
have never missed a good fight im mis life, and if that is what they 
want thev will get it. 

Mr. Carry. Possib ly it might be set up as Senator O'Mahoney set 
up one of his studies, with the various groups expressing conflictin 
views present in a panel form? IT would like to see Fitzgerald of the 
UE brought in, or better yet, James Matles, because he is the real 
Communist power in UE. IT would like to see Mr. Boulware, thei 
aide and ally, brought in as an officer of General Electric. T would 
like to be present myself, sir, and participate in such a panel dis- 
cussion, which would make it possib le toe xplore the full truth and 
have people qualified to give authoritative evidence. 

I think that would be a splendid way of getting as near to the truth 
as you can possibly get. And I would me to call upon them, too, 
not to testify under the cloak of immunity, or to evade questions that 
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will be presented to them by the participants on the panel or by the 
members of the committee. 

A similar procedure was followed this year on the President’s 
economic report. Representatives of the N AM. the Chamber of Com- 
merce, the CIO and the AFL, the Farm Bureau Federation and the 
Farmers Union were all present as we discussed various economic 
questions as a panel. 

My testimony, Senator, for reasons that will become apparent, will 
be primarily concerned with the electrical, radio, and machine in- 
dustry, and the unions in that industry. There are three controlling 
reasons for my selection of this industry: 

First, the electrical, radio, and machine industry is gener: ally ac- 
knowledged to be the most critically important and sensitive field of 
defense and military production. 

Second, the electrical, radio, and machine industry is infested with 
the largest, most resourceful and most dangerous Communist-con- 
trolled union in the United States. 

Third, my testimony will center on sie industry because I have 
had intimate day-to-day knowledge of it, as a worker and as a union 
leader, for more than 23 years. 

The fact that the electrical, radio, and machine industry is the 
most sensitive of all de fe ‘use production fields is easily verified by a 
quick glance at some of its military products. They include motors 
and essential equipment for jet planes; guided missiles; radar: com- 
plex control systems for planes, tanks, and submarines: multiple types 
ef communications and signal equipment; and atomic energy ma- 
chinery. 

We tind further verification of this industry’s ultra-sensitiveness— 
from the standpoint of national defense—in the statements of Govern- 
ment officials, including that of John Small, Chairman of the Muni- 
tions Board, before your subcommittee on March 16 of this year. Mr. 
Small spoke first of Communist unionism in the vitally important 
longshore and communications industries and then testified that the 
“situation with which the Department of Defense is most intimately 
concerned” is the problem of Communist unionism “in the strategically 
Important field of electronics.” 

Four vears ago another subeommittee of the United States Con 
gress, after studying the problems of this industry, declared that the 
electrical industry is “one of the Nation’s most strategic industries.” 
There should be no need to point out that, in terms of military de- 
fense, nothin g¢ approaches in climactic importance the development 
of atomic energy devices and weapons. 

The electrical. radio, and machine industry represents one of the 
world’s ereatest concentr% ations of defense production. Through No 
ve mmber 1951, approximately S7 billion worth of defense allocations 

rave been assigned to electronics, of which $3 billions will be in elee- 
tronics equipme nt. 

One company alone in this industry, General Electric, received 

early $977.000,000 in defense contracts in the 18-month period be- 

tween July 1950 and December 1951. In addition, General Electric 
has received “letters of intent” valued at approximately $1500 mil- 
lion. 

Senator Humpnrey. To clarify the record will you define “letters 
ot intent.” Mr. Carey / 
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Mr. Carey. They carry the same weight as contracts. They are 
letters issued by the departments of the Government giving a manu- 
facturer what amounts to a contractual arrangement. 

Senator Doveuas. It is a declaration that the Government intends 
to spend a specified amount of money without giving the detailed 
specifications of the items to be peosnont, is that not right? ¢ 

Mr. Carey. That is correct. And it also is an authority to move 
ahead on development and nao ie a 

No major industry in the nited States is as widely dispersed as the 
electrical, radio, and machine industry. Unlike the concentrations 
in auto and steel, this industry spreads throughout the country, nort 
south, east, and west. The significance of this hes In the greater pro! 
lems which widespread dispersal presents to the institution of unife 
security measures. Precautions concerning secret: produ 
id classified information become more difheult also when it 
that prod ction workers alone number hundreds of thousands 
industry. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Carey, you left out the lines in the middle 
of page 5. Do you wish that i be included 

Mr. Carry. I ce rtainly do, sir. I will have reason to cover it again 
inthe testimony. It reads: 

Last December General Electric ranked fifth on the list of the Nation’s 100 
largest corporations in terms of the value of defense contracts. 

Never in the history of the American labor movement has Commun- 
ist control of a union been so fully documented, so completely verified 
and detailed as in the case of the United Electrical, Radio, and 
Machine Workers. 

The evidence, however. has been so enormous in quantity and has 
come from such a vast variety of sources that it has not vet been com 
piled into the large volume that it will require. I can tell the subeom 
mittee, however, that this compilation hi is been undertaken. 

his section of n 1\ testimony will review some of the sources of the 
proof that UE is Communist-dominated and will examine the nature 
of the proof, 

Let me say, first, that no orgamzation nor any group of er eb 
are better qualified to evaluate UE than uees al ihated with the Inter- 
national Union of Electrical, Radio, and Machine aches: C1, 
There are TWO reasons W hy this is true: 

One. the sey ClO comprises, to a large extent. workers who wert 
held captive | rv the UE for many vears, who consistently fought UE’s 
Communist leadership from within and finally in 1949 and 1950 sue 
ceeded in leading the majority of electrical workers out of the UE and 
into the newly chartered IUE-CIO. These people, therefore, know 
UE from the inside: they are intimately familiar with UE’s policies 
programs, and pe rsonalities, 

Two, for nearly 214 years now the IUE-CTO and its members have 
met UE and the ( ommunist Party on almost every concelv: able battle 
ground. We have fought UE in organizing campaigns, in elections, 
In mass meetings, in NURB proceedings. We hie fou ght UE in both 
loc al and I eder: | COUTTS, 1 1 vovernment il agencies, in congere ssional 
committees. We have experienced UE’s smear campaigns, libels, and 
falsifications in the tradition of the “big lie” theory. Our members 
and leaders have been terrorized and assaulted by UE goon squads and 
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left with broken, bloody heads near plant gates and on public thorough- 
fares. Therefore, there can be no question concerning the first-hand 
knowledge our union and its members have of UE from its policies to 
its practices, from its ec guideposts to its goon squads. 

Senator Humpenrey. Mr. Carey, do you not think it would be well 
at this poin it to make some iffe ‘rentiation between what you are term- 
ing the UE—I imagine as a leadership group—and its rank and file 
membership? T happen to know a good number of the people of the 
UE in a couple of plants out in my own State, good substantial citizens. 
One of the plants is the Minneapolis Moline plant, at Hopkins, Minn. 
I believe they have the contract there, do they not 4 

Mr. Carry. Yes, they do. 

Senator Humpnrey. And a sizable number of workers in that plant. 

Mr. Carry. A sizable number; yes, sir. 

Senator Humrpurey. And most of those people, IT would say. were 
just as decent and patriotic people as you can find. Would you not 
agree to that 4 

Mr. Carry. Yes, and I think in a short time they will be part of 
the CIO again, as they were part of the CIO before. 

Senator Humpurey. [I think this point has to be made here, when 
we talk about an organization such as the UE, that just as we do in 
terms of the Soviet Union, one thing is the Politburo.the leaders of the 
Kremlin, another one is the people themselves. 

After all, the Communist Party even in the Soviet Union is a 

minority, a very small nunority of the total population. Here in the 
organization such as the UE, whatever you may think of its le: adership, 
its leade ‘rship 1 Is not necessarily ch: ar: icteristic of eve ry member ot the 

weanization. In fact, it would be my testimony, and my personal 
opinion from my intimate acquaintance eship with many me unbers, that 
the great rank and file, the overwhe ming mi: jority of these people 
are ns as good a person as you, Jim Carey, are, or as Hubert Hum- 
phrey is, as a loval citizen, or Senator Lehman, o1 Se nator Douglas, 
or anyone else inthisroom. They are good substantial souls. 

Mr. Carry. That is correct. They are no different than Tam. I 
was a member of the UE, in fact. the founder of the UE, and our or 

eanization, LUE-C1O, was largely established a men and women who 
were held captive by the UE 1 or many vears 

We make a careful distinction between trade-union leaders and these 
Communists. We make a careful distinetion involving members of 
the UE who are just as anti-Communist as any other decent American. 
But UE’s Communist leaders whose interests are not the interests of 
the membership do not. get their inspiration from the membership 
they profess to serve. On the contrary, they sell out the membership 
of the U Ke, day in and day Out. in orde) to serve the interests oft the 
forelen policy of the Soviet Union. 

Therefore we make the very careful distinction that you sO) bly 
made. It must he kept in mind at all times. 

senatol Hr MPHREY. Well. I had i delegation from the Uk to see 
me Trom ni home city just the other day. I do not know how they 
were se ‘lecte d to come down. but one ot these ve ithe mel spent a little 
time with me. He was interested in some legislative items all of which 
I was Interested in. He was interested in saa the President's 
veto in the tidelands, in our work of the fair employment practice 
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bill before this conmmittee. He was interested in the immigration bill. 
He was interested in Senator’s Hill’s amendment to education. 

I have known this man. He came down and talked to me about 
those things. L hada long visit with him. I was even surprised that 
he would even come to visit me after all of the pamphleteering that 
has been done. 

So I had a good talk with him about his organization and his union. 
I think he is aware of what transpires in his organization, but he is 
equally aware of the fact that the great bulk of his members are 
people who go to the Lutheran Church, the Baptist Church, or some 
other church, and have been good contributing citizens to the com 
munity. ‘Those people are to be pitied, and one should want to help 
them in every way that they can, to give them the kind of clean leadet 
ship that they justly deserve. 

Mr. Carry. It is certainly awfully important, Senator, to give 
them something better than a choice between no union and the UE 
If they are given a choice between no union and the UE they will vote 
and support the | Is, If they are olven a choice between the UE and 
a non-Communist, free-of-racketeering, decent American trade union. 
they will vote for the latter. 

They will vote against ho union, they will vote against the UE, 
and they will vote for a democratic, American trade-union. And 
that is the choice that they must be given. You will see why we 
recognize that fact in this testimony, because there is an effort made 
to take advantage of the fighting going on within our industry to free 
the workers of the Communist-controlled UE. Kmployers seek to 
exploit the differences, expecting the UE ana the IUk Oh) to kill 
each other off so that they will be free to operate their plants without 
collective bargaining. 

That employer attitude is supremely important in the differentia 
tion you have made between the UE and its officers, It must be made 
awfully clear in our industry. We think it is almost treason to cre 
ate the confusion that is being promoted In our indust ry and continued 
by employers. 

Senator Humpurey. L just want to conclude my part of the ques 
tioning on this, Mr. Carey. The reason I have done this is becatse 
sometimes in this kind of hearing one just feeds the fires of those 
who are just plain anti-union and just spreads the smear over all 
unions. 

Now, that, of course, would be a oreat disservice, As a matter of 
fact, one of the reasons that we have had a great deal of difficulty 
with making it plain tothe American public and to the workers them 
selves, the fact that certain unions are Communist-dominated, is be 
cause too many irresponsible people have branded all unions as Com 
munist-dominated, 

We were discussing this matter the ot her day witha gentleman from 
Kentucky. He said that in some small towns, as it is in my Stat 
somebody will 


et up and charge any union is Communist. Whi 


uy 
~ 
val 


nt 2 cents an hour more or o cents an ho obor 


Because they \ e. 
think, during these hearings. that we have to make it crystal 
that that is not the kind of evidence that we are eng wed 1 


dustry that they have aided and abetted this whole Communist intil 
tration procedure ly promiscuously permitting some of thetr repre 


terested in. And | have said to some of the representatives ¢ 
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sentatives to brand any legitimate activity on the part of workers 
as a socialistic or communistic enterprise. 

Lo: un I say that the employer who does that or the responsible 
citizen who does that does a great disservice both to free trade-union- 
ism and at the same time does a great service to the Communist- 
dominated org ganization, because the Communist hides behind the 
fact, as he has tr: aditionally, that “Well, they say we are all Com- 
mnunists * Of course, that means that one loses the ide ntitv of words 

r the meaning of words when you promiscuously brand pace 

Mr. Carry. We wrote about this as early as September 1948, in an 
article printed in the American ni agazine, entitled “We've Got the 
Reds on the Run.” We covered that point, T think, very well, both 
as to what the emplover should do in the face of a fight between trade- 
unionists and Communists and with regard to the necessary distine- 
tion between democratic trade-unionists and Communists. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Carey, that leads me to say this: In view 
of all of the critical conditions which surround us today, if American 
employers, and with equal candor the American union leaders, will 
concentrate their attention for the processes ot free collective bargain- 
ing and engage in it with good faith and sincerity of purpose, and at 
the same time hold back their charges upon those who are legitimate 
free trade-union leaders, from the employer side, we will do two 
things. We will strengthen collective bargaining, not through Gov- 
ernment; and we will likewise be able to rid ourselves of any semblance 
of Communist infiltration into trade-unions. 

This can be done by the people that are the participants in the 
labor-management picture, but it can only be done if they are re- 
a le in their work and their words, and in their objectives. There 

s been irresponsibility which this committee found as we investi- 

cated the textile industry. Such irresponsibility led to confusion and 

Csaiteahaas leads, of course, as it always does, to certain forces moving 
in and taking over legitimate organizations. 

Mr. Carry. In this article, Senator, we pointed out 
In this country laws are not needed to remove the Communists. Labor is suc- 
ceeding in its own house cleaning, in its own voluntary democratic fashion. 
Employers can easily aid this process. First they should not, through ignorance 
or malice, label every liberal a Communist. Second, employers should not take 
advantage of the internal cleavages in the union inevitably produced by the 
efforts to unseat the Communists 

Those were the two points made. Unfortunately, in some instances 
that advice was not taken. One example came the same vyear—1948— 
when General Electric produced full-page advertisements across the 
country entitled “A Plague on Both Your Houses.” One house is the 
anti-Communist house in the labor movement: the other is Commu- 
nist. GE callously said: 

We disapprove of them both, and our disapproval is equal in the case of each. 
While frequently the leader and his associates 


I asked General Electric who they meant by “the leader” and they 
honored me by saving “We mean you.” 


vhile frequently the leader and his associates on one side 


that case is was Albert Fitzgerald. 
Senator Dovcrias. You better make the record clear. 
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Mr. Carry. IT want to make the record extremely clear in that re 
gard, because General Electric is engaged in a campaign to prevent 
the record from being clear. They are attempting to equate the UE 
and the IUE-CIO. They contend there is no difference. The GE ad 


continues : 


While frequently the leader and his associates on one side are termed left 
wingers and the leader and his associates on the other side are wrongly 
opinion, regarded as right-wingers, we believe they have in the end the same 
objectives. We believe that what each side advocates will result in the long run 
in substantially the same thing for our employees, our Company, and our countr) 
In our opinion, whether they realize it or not, both are collectivists, belie 
Government being big, and in people being little. 


hn out 


By lh 


The advertisement continues in that vein. In fact, that attitude 
and policy continues in GE to this di Ly. with new streams of propa 
ganda being put out by GE, for the single purpose of preventing GE 
employees frome early distinguishing between a trade-union and t 
Communist outfit, t the UE. 

Here in another publication GE say on May 16, 1952 
But take a look at those union officials who have most loudly and wice 
mercialized their professed anti-Communism, their eagerness to thre 
a strike which the Government says can’t be permitted, 
which union officials haven't been able to obtain agreement 
peacetie bargaining, is just as much help to Joe 


\ 

Aten or ¢a 
und over demands on 
heretofore in normal 


meaning Joe Stalin— 
as if these union officials were, in fact, Communist agents. 


So because we won't accept at this time a GE pro sal for a 


l-percent wage Increase, we are smeared with this kind of propaganda 


garbage from General Electric C orp. I think GE’s actions illuminate 
the point vou made. If you are in favor of rendering service to 
‘workers, and you believe a wave Increase might be due occasionally, 
because of Increasing living costs and high productivity, then employ 
ers like GE will attempt to brand democratic labor leaders and 
workers as Communists. It is, of course, very helpful to the Com 
munists and very harmful to American democracy. 

Senator Humernrey. I think most Americans need a good course 
in the dictionary so that they will understand the meaning of termi 
nology. Had they had that in 1938, they wouldn’t have believed 
what Mr. Hitler told Chamberlain when he said there — . be peace 
in our time. They just didn’t understand the meaning of the words. 

If you have somebody that believes, for example, that see ought 
to be a minimum wage of 75 cents an hour, he is un fortunately 
branded by a handful, an irresponsible handful—and I want to say 
it is a very limited minority—as a Socialist. Then the next step is 
to say if you are a Socialist you are a Communist. The next step, 
of course, is to point out a legitimate government, like that of Nor- 
way, a labor government made up of social democrats, and charge 
that it is the helpmate of the Communist Party even though there 
is the most vigorous op position to communism in that part of Europe. 

Senator Leuman. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is a question 
of terminology or interpretation. Those words in the circular which 
Mr. Carey read are perfectly clear, and the intent is perfectly cleat 
The intent is to smear both unions, the entire labor movement, within 
the General Electric Co. I don’t think you could have anv more 
clear words than those. They are harmful, they are unfair, they are 
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unjust. They are perfectly clear and the intent is perfectly clear. 
Mr. Carry. Some of this antidemocratic propaganda the public 
pays for through the tax arrangements provided for General Electric. 
These full-page advertisements all over the country are extremely 
harmful. If there is a dictionary that will be helpful in clarifying 
these questions, I believe the first copy should go to Mr. Boulware of 
General Electric, to help clarify the distinctions between Communist 
unionism and democratic unionism, between the UE and the IUE-C10. 
Senator Humenrey. Mr. Carey, I am going to suggest that those 
three exhibits that you have, two or three, I believe, the one from 
the American Magazine, “We’ve Got the Reds on the Run,” and the 
second one entitled “A Plague on Both Your Houses,” and the third, 
the news letter, the labor news letter-—— 
Mr. Carry. The Employee Relations News Letter of May 16, 1952. 
Senator Humpnrey. Be incorporated as a part of the testimony. 
(The articles referred to follow :) 


From Schenectady Union-Star, September 29, 1948] 
“A PLAGUE ON BotH Your Houses” 


Again just recently—as also over the past few months—there have been claims 
that we in General Electric management favored one faction or the other in 
the UE. 

Up till now we have kept silent on internal union polities. We hope to be 
able to do so in the future. We would make no exception to this policy now if 
just either one of the groups had charged that we favored or preferred to deal 
with the other. 

But both sides have each directly or indirectly claimed that we were trying to 
help the other. Also, press and radio have reported claims that we favored first 
one side then the other. 

The top officers for this coming vear have now been elected by the UE conven- 
tion. Hence, what we say at this time can have no effect on that election. What 
may be more important—what we now say cannot possibly be misunderstood as 
any attempt to affect that election. 

So we want now to set the record straight with any of our employees or their 
neighbors who may have wondered what our real choice was and what business 
it Was of-ours to have any choice, 

We had—and have—no choice. 

Even if we secretly had a preference—and we did not and do not—we would 
have violated the Taft-Hartley law if we had attempted to interfere with the 
election or even to influence it other than by merely expressing any opinion we 
night have had. 

And even though it might not be against the law, we still would not have 
considered it any of our business in this instance to be expressing or even having 
any choice. Furthermore, we are confident our employees would have deeply 
and properly—resented any attempt on our part to try to tell them which of 
these oflicers they should choose. They knew the candidates better than we 
did. Anyhow, our employees were the ones to be pleased—not us. 

But. if all these usual considerations were not involved, we would still have a 
very special reason for not favoring either of the candidates or the groups around 
them. We disapprove of them both, and our disapproval is equal in the case of 
each 

This disapproval is not personal. It is not based on anything either has done, 
or could do, just to General Electric. Our disapproval is based on what they 
stand for—what we think their ideas could do to America—if enough people 
ever embraced those ideas 

While frequently the leader and his associates on one side are termed “left 
wingers” and the leader and his associates on the other are wrongly—in our opin 
io! regarded as “right wingers,” we believe they are in the end the seme ob 
jectives. We believe that what each side advocates would result, in the long 


run, in substantially the same thing for our employees, our Company, and ou 
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In our opinion, whether they realize it or not, both are collectivists—be 
lievers in government being big and in people being little. 

Wherever this collectivist philosophy has been tried, whether branded Com- 
munist, Fascist, Socialist, or the like—and we aren't attempting to “label” any 
individuals concerned here—the result is alWays the same: The incentive to 
create and work and save is killed * * * the human and material resources 
of the country are wasted * * * everything above a bare existence is 
skimmed off and applied to a few favored projects decided on by a few dicta- 
torial planners * * * freedom to criticize the planners is gradually taken 
away, and slavery sets in. Abject poverty and hopelessness are among the 
lesser of the proved results. 

We think that political freedom and economic well-being for us in America 
and for others elsewhere can only be assured through the continued protection, 
improvement, and use of that greatest tool in history—our American free enter- 
prise system. 

We feel that our full enjoyment of the fruits that could come from the use 
of this tool is now limited because not enough people understand the way it 
works—the way it can be made to produce—the way it can be damaged beyond 
repair. 

We feel the first duty of good unions and of sound union leaders, as well as 
of all other good institutions and citizens, should be this: To aid union members 
and others in understanding the truth about how our freedom and standard of 
living may be protected and improved; and to urge each to do what he should 
do personally, and in cooperation with others, to accomplish those ends. 

We honestly believe that the top leaders on both sides in UE are consciously 
or subconsciously working in a direction opposite to our better understanding 
of our free system and to our better use of that system. We do not think being 
termed an “anti-Communist,” in the case of one, or a “door-opener for the 
Communist Party,’ in the case of the other, makes any difference. 

Accordingly, as to what we believe are the ideologies and purposes of the 
top leaders on both sides, we borrow one of President Roosevelt's favorite quo- 
tations from Shakespeare, and say: “A plague on both your houses.” 

We are sorry to have to intrude in something we like customarily to consider 
none of our business. We have done so because we wanted to assure our em- 
ployees we were not doing the meddling with which we were charged. We 
know we have risked the disfavor of many by giving this unaccustomed dis- 
closure of our private views on such a subject. We have done so, however, 
solely for the additional conviction it should afford that we could not possibly 
have been favoring one of these candidates over the other. This lack of favor- 
itism has nothing whatever to do with whether or not there should be unions 
at’General Electric, or whether there should be any one particular union. 

General Electric accepts the idea of free labor unions as thoroughly in keep 
ing with the basic freedoms guaranteed to all American individuals and insti 
tutions. We will continue to try to cooperate with our employees in every way, 
either directly with them or indirectly through the unions certified to us as 
their choice of bargaining representatives.—General Electric. 


{Reprinted from the September 1948 issue of the American magazine 
We’'VE GoT THE REDS ON THE RUN 
(By James B. Carey, secretary-treasurer of the CIO) 


(The author is one of the chief leaders of the anti-Communist fight 
in American labor unions. At 37, he is second in command of the CLO 
and its chief representative to the World Federation of Trade Unions. ) 


The big news on the labor front——at home and abroad—is that the Communists 
are on the run. 

In this country, democratic trade-unionists have given the party-liners a 
vigorous heave-ho, ejecting them from union strongholds in which they were long 
entrenched Walter Reuther has routed the Communists in the million-member 
United Auto Workers Joe Curran bas smashed their long-time control of the 
strategically important National Maritime Union Mike Quill has trounced them 
in the Transport Workers. In the National CIO office a thorough housecleaning 
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has recently been completed. And throughout the country the party faithful 
have been ousted from control of key city and State union organizations. 

In Europe the democrats have turned back the totalitarian assault on the World 
lederation of Trade Unions. We have foreed the Russians to stop using the 
WETU as a sounding board against the Marshall plan. We have given new 
heart to millions of non-Communist trade-unionists who are vying with the Reds 
for control of their national federations. Democracy is winning the battle for the 
soul of European labor. 

Both here and abroad it has been a tense, dramatic struggle—with the stakes 
as high as the future of the free labor movements and, indeed, the future of free 
governments everywhere. For, in the long run, Communist activity in the 
unions aims at attaining a stranglehold over the national economy, and going on 
from there to the overturn of democratic government itself. 

In view of a record of intrigue and betrayal that stretches back three decades, 
how explain the Communists’ success in entrenching themselves in the CIO*% 
The answer is important, for it indicates the immense tasks the democrats 
confronted in dislodging the party hacks. 

Initially, John L. Lewis welcomed the party liners. Lewis desperately needed 
trained organizers in the early days of the CIlO—and your seasoned Stalinist, to 
give the devil his due, is often a hot-shot labor salesman. But in many unions 
no deals were made with the party liners. They just colonized as many of the 
new organizations as possible and strove to take them over. 

The Communists sueceeded because of their secrecy, discipline, and fanatic 
zeal, They went into every meeting with prearranged plans and a tight, snrooth- 
running caucus—a “fraction,” in their esoteric parlance. And they always 
attended meetings, arrived early and stayed late, whereas the average unionist 
Was more interested in bending an elbow with the boys or taking the missus to the 
movies. Ina union local of 2,000 members, there might be 40 Communists. But 
if only 100 members regularly came to meetings, 40 well-disciplined comrades 
had little trouble getting themselves elected to office and dominating the affairs 
of the union. 

If any hardy soul dared challenge their political wisdom, he was denounced 
as a Red baiter, a tool of the bosses, and a traitor to home, country, and God. 

The average union member had to learn about these tactics the hard way. 
So did I. My years in the United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers, which 
I headed from its origins in 1933 until 1941, provides a case history of successful 
Communist infiltration. In 19338 I had no interest in Communists and was con- 
cerned solely with organizing the unorganized and building a union. But we 
made one mistake in that first flush of organizing ardor: We let the party liners 
in. In those days Communists talked like democrats and anti-Fascists. 

We got along well enough until the Nazi-Soviet pact in August 1939. Then 
my letitist associates suddenly laid off Hitler and started ranting about the im- 
perialist war. Not understanding the dialectical profundities, I didn’t change 
my line—and I suddenly found myself isolated in my own union. It was now 
easy to spot the Communists because of their flip-flop on the war, and as the 
months passed I discovered that they were in complete control of the national 
office; they dominated the executive committee, ran the union paper, and were 
strongly entrenched in the locals and districts. All the organizers were part) 
liners. 

For 2 years I fought back, but my improvisations were no match for the smooth 
running Communists’ machine. Yet the comrades bore no grudges; at the 1941 
convention IT twice had to reject Communist offers of support in my reelection 
campaign, in return for future good behavior. The party wanted me as presi- 
dent because I was good window dressing. After my refusal I ran anyway. 
and was defeated in a close race. 

By tactics such as these the Communists fastened their pincers on many an 
other international union and on innumerable regional CIO councils. But today 
the totalitarian wave has been reversed. The greatest impetus for the anti- 
Communist drive has come from the ever-clearer revelation, since the end-of the 
war, that the party liners are not trade-unionists at all but agents and salesmen 
of Russian foreign policy. But what has made the drive successful has been the 
mastery of the arduous techniques necessary to unseat the Communists. 

What are those techniques? First, the creation of a democratic movement in 
any union where a Communist machine is in operation. Second, increased in- 
volvement of the rank and file in the daily affairs of the union. Third, full ex- 
posure of Communist intrigue and treachery. Fourth, the creation of a militant, 
progressive program far in advance of the bogus progressivism of the Commu- 
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nists. Fifth, maneuver—lightning attacks and counterattacks—as deft and flexi- 
ble as the veiled tactics the Communists regularly employ. In short, democrats 
must be as vigorous and tough minded as the Communists. And democrats can 
achieve this military stance without sacrifice of principle. 

Walter Reuther, for one, proved that. The defeat Walter administered the 
Commies in the auto workers’ union was the greatest, numerically, that they 
have sustained. The Communists never controlled the union in their own right, 
but they supported the ruling factions led by George Addes and R. J. Thomas 
This allowed them to get hordes of party members and feliow travelers on the 
payroll. 

The death knell for the Reds sounded at the 1946 convention, when Reuther 
defeated R. J. Thomas for the presidency, but it sounded faintly. For most of 
Reuther’s ticket lost, and he confronted an executive board stacked 15 to 7 against 
him. Fora yvear and a half he was virtually stymied. To win out he had to take 
his program to the membership and garner enough delegates to win control at 
the 1947 convention. 

In his campaign Reuther exposed left-wing tactics, scorned the taunt of Red 
baiter, but concentrated on developing a militant program that advanced the in 
terests of his members not only as unionists, but as consumers and citizens as 
well Against Reuther’s new unionism, the Communists had only their stock 
platitudes and the cry that Walter was the bosses’ favorite. 

In addition, the Reuther group built a better machine—reaching down to every 
local union—than the one possessed by the Communists and their allies. And in 
the end Reuther won a convention triumph of a sort never before accorded a 
UAW president. His candidates took all the top union offices, and he won a 
solid majority on the executive board. In the ensuing months he has swept a 
hig broom through union headquarters. Prominent party liners by the score 
were sent packing. In the local unions the members continued the purge. The 
Communists had lost their huge stake in the second largest CIO union. 

They recently suffered an equally catastrophic defeat in the National Maritime 
Union. With 110,000 members, the NMU is a modest-sized union, but it was 2 
tremendous strategic weapon in the hands of the Communists: A strike of its 
members can paralyze our merchant marine.’ For 10 years after its founding ir 
1936 the Communists dominated the nnion. Their control was so tight that they 
could afford to allow many of their leaders the luxury of revealing their party 
membership. Joe Curran, the union’s president, was a militant unionist who 
believed that vou could work with the Communists without losing either vou 
hide or your principles. He cooperated for 10 years. Then, suddenly and 
dramatically, in the late winter of 1946, he broke. 

Once Joe split, he faced a tremendous uphill fight. He had the support of 
one of his vice presidents and his national treasurer, but for the rest it was 
practically Joe against the whole Commie machine. Most observers thought h¢ 
would be trounced But Curran unlimbered the most vigorous, slashing offensi 
that the Communists had ever met in a union—a full, documented exposure of 
their record and denunciation as colorful and uninhibited as anythig they could 
throw at him 

Joe’s opening assault occurred at a couple of closed membership meetings in 
New York, at which he named four top officers of the NMU—all party liners 
as constituting the machine that dictated union policies, determined who was to 
he elected to office, and terrorized any independent spirits who might provide 
an opposition. For years the party liners had built up a great, heroic legend 
about Curran: now, when their own creation turned against them, they were, 
momentarily, utterly defenseless. 

Curran’s charges, sent out as a report to the various union locals, brought a 
lively response from the members. Bolstered by this support, he again struck 
out unexpectedly—breaking with Harry Bridges and resigning from the Com 
mittee for Maritime Unity, a coordinating group of maritime unions on the 
east and west coasts through which the Communist Party sought to extend its 
control over the entire shipping industry. The Communists denounced Curran 
for this move, but they went too far in accusing him of selling out to the bosse 
The union membership supported him. 

Then came a scrap over the election of delegates to the convention last fall 
ity this time Curran had his ewn caucus working in every port. Although the 
inion paper was in the hands of the party liners he managed to present his views 
n his own column, insisting that not a comma be changed. Curran reculartl) 
documented his charges of Communist terrorism, mismanagement, inefficienc) 

nd he hammered away at the point that while there were only 500 Reds in the 





206 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


union, they held 107 out of 150 elective offices. This last was an eye opener to 
the membership. The union, Curran insisted, had to be returned to the rank 
and file. 

And so it was. The convention sustained him, followed his suggestion for 
revising the constitution in order to subject all major policy decisions to a 
referendum of the membership, and reduced the budget to eliminate generous 
contributions the union had made to party line organizations. 

Curran’s convention triumph then gave a big boost to his electoral campaign. 
The 3-month balloti:g ended June 30 of this year, and Curran won in a land 
slide. The Communists had concentrated on New York: there the anti-Commu 
nist slate triumphed, with majorities ranging up to 2 to 1. Curran’s strenuous, 
no-holds-barred fight had paid off in victory. 

The National Transport Workers Union was another union the Communists 
thought they had tightly sewed up. Mike Quill. union president and New York 
City councilman, had been a fellow traveler for years; the union had never 
deviated from the party line on any political issue. Suddenly, last spring, the 
nickel subway fare in New York and Quill’s irrepressible trade-union instincts 
turned him against the party. Quill wanted a raise for his subway workers 
The city, running the subways at a loss, could grant the increase only by raising 
the fare toa dime. So Quill came out for the dime. 

But the Commies, with their usual opportunism, had been advancing them 
selves as the last stalwart defenders of the nickel fare—and here was their own 
union betraying them. They considered Quill nothing short of a traitor. But 
Quill held his subordinates in line; instead of their dumping him, the usual 
Commie tactic in extremities of this sort, he pressured most of them into 
dumping the party. 

Upshot : Quill won his wage demands; the Commies lost control of the TWU. 
Moral: Judicious pressure—in this case, rank-and-file demands for more pay 
can sometimes split off Communist union leaders from the party apparatus. It 
is a Shrewd tactic for anti-Communists to keep in mind. 

In addition to their defeats into the auto, maritime, and transport unions, the 
Communists have lost heavily in other internationals where they previously had 
a big stake. During the war, they moved into several strategic positions in the 
United Gas, Coke, and Chemical Workers Union. Today they have been almost 
completely cleaned out; the union has adopted a= strong anti-Communist 
Statement, 

The Communists also made a strong bid for control of the Woodworkers Union, 
the Canadian section of which is in their hands. They tried to get the Wood 
workers to merge with the Communist-dominated Furniture Workers, which 
would have meant their complete triumph. The party was routed. 

Two and a half years ago, Frank R. McGrath resigned as president of the 
United Shoe Workers because of Communist control. Today, as a result of rank 
and-file pressure, the union is solidly in the democratic camp, Its officers have 
signed the anti-Communist affidavits required by the Taft-Hartley law. By a 
vote of 11 to 4, the executive board trounced the Communists on the third-party 
issue. 

In the few other unions where the Communists are still entrenched, they face 
strong opposition for the first time. This is the case, for instance, in the United 
Office and Profesional Workers, the United Public Workers, the Mine, Mill and 
Smelter Workers, all troublesome but small outfits. The only large holding the 
Communists still possess is my old union, the United Electrical Workers (500,000 
members), but they are now continually challenged by a militant opposition 
group—UE Members for Democratic Action. 

As welcome as these developments has been the eclipse of fellow-traveling 
influence in national CIO headquarters. For years Len De Caux, editor of the 
official CIO paper, and Lee Pressman, chief counsel—together with their under 
lings—composed a dangerous listening post within CIO headquarters. During 
the course of the CIO’s fight to extend democracy, De Caux, Pressman, and their 
associates all resigned. 

One of the biggest prizes the Communists long held in the CIO was their con 
trol of many city and State industrial union councils. These bodies, composed 
of local affiliates of national and international CIO unions, were often converted 
into virtual soapboxes for Communists propaganda. Recent months have seen 
a thorough housecleaning. The Commies have been dislodged from their strong 
holds in Chicago, Milwaukee, Indiana, Minnesota, Illinois, Wisconsin, Florida 

Two tactics were used with great success. First, the anti-Communists put on 
a drive for the affiliation of all local CIO unions—in many instances right-wing 
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unions had become so disgusted with the antics of the councils that they had 
refused to affiliate. In Illinois and Indiana, when the steelworkers and other 
non-Communist unions finally came in, they tipped the balance and the Reds 
were easily cleaned out. The other tactic was full use of a new national CIO 
rule requiring roll-call voting in proportion to membership. No longer could 
delegates from minuscule left-wing unions overrule the larger unions. This 
line was a particular success in Wisconsin. 

The Communists in the city and State councils are now in full retreat. Early 
in the year the national CIO executive board voted overwhelmingly against the 
Wallace party and in favor of the Marshall plan. John Brophy, director of the 
councils, immediately pressed all local bodies to adhere to the CIO position 
Upshot : 90 percent of the city and State councils lined up with the CLO. 

Considerable success can also be reported in the fight against Communist domi- 
nation of the world councils of labor. This past winter and spring, as a C1O 
representative to the World Federation of Trade Unions, I journeyed to London, 
aris, Moscow, and Rome—my role was a cross between a salesman for the 
Marshall plan and a trouble-shooter on the Commie problem 

This was the situation: The WFTU had been organized in the winter of 1945 
to provide a Common meeting place for the trade-unions of the world—a sort of 
labor U.N. A total of 68 union federations in 61 nations affiliated. In 1945, at 
the height of Allied wartime unity, we reached general agreement on all major 
problems, including the problem of postwar recovery. But the WETU fell on 
evil days once the east-west rupture appeared among the governments. The 
same cleavage occurred in our ranks, except that our Soviet bloe also included 
Communist-dominated union federations in France, Italy, and other countries. 
By last fall the WFTU conflict reached its first climax over the Marshall plan 
I flew to the Paris meeting of the executive bureau to present CIO policies in 
support of the European recovery program over the objection of the Communists 

After that November meeting the Communist press in Europe launched an all 
out campaign of vilification against CIO leaders supporting ERP—we were 
damned as tools of Wall Street, traitors to the working class. The Communist 
vssault hardly wounded our feelings, but we were outraged when the official 
WETU publication joined in these attacks. To compound the injury, Louis 
Saillant, WFTU general secretary, went about Europe denouncing us at meetings 
In answer to our protests, he explained that he was not speaking as the executive 
head of WFTU but as a leader of French labor and resistance organizations—as 
if the distinction were clear to the public 

By February we were ready for a show-down at the WETU executive meet 
ng scheduled for that month But after our group had sailed for Europe the 
meeting was suddenly postponed. The Communists apparently were not going 
to risk losing their valuable propaganda outlet in the WETU 

At this point I flew to Moscow with Michael Ross, CLO international affairs 

rector, for a straight-talking session with Vasili Kuznetsov, head of the Soviet 
unions. Kuznetsov, a pleasant, chunky fellow, who had been educated at Car 
negie Tech and worked for Ford. met me with a studied effort at shocking 
nnocence. But was in no mood for diplomatic niceties. In effect, I warned 
that either he called off his dogs in the WETU or we would get out He was 
noneommittal, but became extremely conciliatory. TI served notice that we were 
going forward with our plans to consult on ERP with our fellow tra‘te-unionists 
from the participating countries: we were going to do it outside the WETU, 
ince we couldn't do it inside. Kuznetsov remained conciliatory and issued a 
ormal statement agreeing that the unions of each country were wholly auteno 

ous and could take whatever position they favored on ERP. Round 1 for our 
side 

Round 2 came when delegates from trade-union federations in the 16 Marshall 
plan countries conferred in London in March. oth the AFL and CIO were repre- 
sented. The sessions were well publicized thronghout the Continent, and labor's 
rank and file could clearly see that the American and European backers of the 
Marshall plan were not all “imperialist warmongers” and “agents of monopoly 
capital.” The Communist propaganda barrage had met its first major repulse 

Round 5: Rome in May, the long postponed executive meeting of WETU More 
than a week of hectic committee wrangling. I stated flatly that the CIO would 
pull out unless the administration were overhauled, Saillant put under control, 
ind all attacks on our organization and our ERP policies stopped. My position 
Was strongly supported by the British and the Dutch. Kuznetsov, Saillant, the 
Italian Communist leader Di Vittorio all objected vehemently But we wouldn't 
back down, When the sessions were over, we had what we wanted: The Com 
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munist attacks would cease; Saillant had to shed the French positions which had 
provided a convenient shield for his anti-American diatribes; the British and 
Americans now had a say in editing the official publication. 

The WETU had ceased to be a vehicle for Communist propaganda. We had 
deprived the Russians of their best weapon in the ideological battle for European 
labor. 

In Europe, as in the United States, a vigorous, all-out offensive, plus puinstaking 
organization, plus a progressive program, is the only answer to the Communist 
assault on the free labor movements. Although we have made great progress, 
we dare not relax our vigilance, for the Communists never relax their search for 
the soft spots in our defenses. 

In this country laws are not needed to remove the Communists. Labor is sue 
ceeding in its own housecleaning—in its own voluntary, democratic fashion. Ein 
ployers can easily aid this process. First, they should not, through ignorance or 
malice, label every liberal a Communist. This is not only grossly unfair but 
unwise; if the Communist tag is tossed around indiscriminately, it is ineffeetive 
even where accurately applied. Besides, militant liberals are the best anti-Com 
munist fighters. Second, employers should not take advantage of the internal 
cleavages in a union, inevitably produced by the effort to unseat the Communists 
Fear of disunity in face of a watchful, implacable enemy has often restrained 
incipient anti-Communist revolts. In short, employers can best help us by keep 
ing hands off. 

The ultimate answer to Communist penetration is, of course, a well-functioning 
democracy : full employment and a high standard of living, abundant educational 
opportunities, the highest levels of health, political freedom for all, an end to 
racial and religious discrimination of every kin}. Communists exp'oit levitimate 
srievances. The best way to scotch such exploitation is to remove the grievances. 
That is the goal we in the CIO have set ourselves. 


May 16, 1952. 
GENERAL ELectrRic EMPLOYEE RELATIONS News LETTER 


For circulation among General Electric management 
GOING UP 


Thirty of the union groups we deal with have now accepted our current cost 
of-living wage increase offer. Naturally, the increase has long since been ap- 
plicable for our nonunion employees. 

The offer was made in accordance with our usual practice in peace or war. 
We try to know what’s the right thing to do, on the basis of all the applicable 
standards and evidence that are available from all sources, including unions. We 
try to do that right thing, voluntarily, without having in any sense to be dragged 
unwillingly to it. With equal determination, we resist attempts to force us to do 
what we believe to be wrong. 

Union officials—in the shrinking group not yet signed up—seem to fall into 
two classes. Some are just watching to see what the others do. But other 
union officials, knowingly or unknowingly, are simply trying to take unworthy 
advantage of the country’s need for critical military items. 

Whether it is their intention or not, the effect of their efforts gives undeniable 
aid and comfort to the enemy. This, of course, is what the public has been led 
to expect from unions labeled “Communist-dominated.” But take a look at thos: 
union officials who have most loudly and widely commercialized their professed 
anticommunism. Their eagerness to threaten or call a strike which the Gov 
ernment says can’t be permitted—and over demands on which union officials 
haven't been able to obtain agreement heretofore in normal peacetime bargain 
ing—is just as much help to Joe as if these union officials were, in fact, Con 
munist agents, 

ATOMI( 


Wednesday we met in Washington with the Government’s Davis Atomic Energy 
labor-disputes panel, The unions at our Hanford atomic operation are now 
demanding once again a compulsory union shop. 

Less than 30 percent of the members of the bargaining unit there—at leas! 
as evidenced by check-off cards—have chosen voluntarily to become and remiil 
union members. The unions want the Government to force us to foree all ow 
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employees there to become and remain dues-paying union members or lose their 
jobs. 

The demand for the compulsory union shop has been up and rejected in every 
union contract negotiation we have had over the past years at Hanford. But 
the unions have now suddenly revived this lone demand, with no other items 
ut issue. 

This is seemingly because they just see no point in resisting what they inter 
pret as the Government’s siren call to “Come and get it.” 

As yet, however, the Davis panel has not announced whether it will take 
jurisdiction in this case. 


JETS—OR NO JETS-——FOR KOREA 


Yesterday and today we met in Washington with Federal Mediation and Con 
ciliation Service. At issue was the previously much publicized case of the 
UAW-CIO and IAM-AFL renewal this spring of demands for the compulsory 
union shop and an exhorbitant wage scale at our Lockland, Ohio, military jet 
engine plant. 

At the very outset the Government, wittingly or unwittingly, ruined any rea- 
sonable chance of settling the case by sensible collective bargaining or mediation 
It is the same basic mistake the Government has made right along in the steel 
case. 

A representative of the Department of Defense did this by Opening our meet 
ing with a statement, as later reported by the United Press, that “it cannot 
permit a strike for even 1 day.” 

Such a statement simply puts all the cards in the hands of the union officials 
in the present political situation. They know, from public statements made by 
high Government officials about the steel case, that a strike threat by them, no 
matter how unjustified, will be regarded by Government as in the service of 
God and country. They know—on the same basis—that any similar threat by 
management to take the strike will be treated as in the service of Stalin and 
the devil. 

We will surely learn soon that there are things more expensive and dangerous 
to the country than a steel or jet-engine strike—even during our present period 
of production for national defense. It is wise to remember, occasionally, Joe’s 
long-proclaimed hope that we will destroy ourselves internally, while he merely 
threatens us from without. Incidentally, in this case the company was able 
to remind both unions that contracts are now in effect and continue in effect 
until next March, and that both contracts have in them “no strike” provisions. 

The following portions of our opening statement yesterday may be of interest 
in the light of the above: 

“We are here at the request of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, 
whose duty it is, under the Taft-Hartley Act, to assist in the settlement of labor 
disputes. 

“We have always honored such requests and have nothing but praise for the 
fair treatment that has been accorded us by individuals and panels from the 
Service in the past. 

“We fear, however, that the procedures for handling labor disputes, which 
have now been substituted by the executive branch of our Government for pro- 
cedures previously established by Congress, rob our meeting of any significance. 

“By getting the President to delegate to the WSB the settlement of wag 
disputes as well as problems of wage stabilization, union officials have foisted 
upon employers and public a spurious substitute for genuine collective bargaining 
and mediation. 

“Recent events confirm the fact that, in plants important to the defense pro 
grain, genuine collective bargaining and mediation have largely ceased to exist 
Procedures established by law for handling national emergencies are ignored 
The Chairman of the Wage Stabilization Board takes over the function of the 
Mediation Service. 

“We are not surprised, therefore, that we have been unable to reach agree 
ment with the UAW-Cl1O and the [AM-AFL at our Lockland plant near Cil 
cinnati, Ohio, where 8,000 General Electric employees work only on jet engines 
for the United States Air Force 

‘Although our wage offer is fully up to what is permissible under the spiri 
and the letter of wage stabilization regulatiohs—and is fair and proper 
relation to the position of others in the community—union Officials have refused 
to agree or bargain on the basis of these usual comsiderations, 
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“The reason must be clearly evident to any unbiased observer. No union 
can be expected to settle its demands in Cincinnati when it has assurances it 
can do much better by resorting to the new Washington procedures, 

“As set forth in our May 7 telegram, the unions here expect to get the Goy- 
ernment to: (1) Force compulsory unionism on our hourly-paid people; and 
(2) make the public pay a special wage scale for Government aircrait work 
that is far higher than the rates generally prevailing in the Cincinnati area 
tor work requiring comparable skill and training. 

“We wish to emphasize that all of the production of our Lockland plant is 
solely for the Air Force. Therefore any increases in wages will come directly 
out of the public pocket, not ours: 

“We are, then, in this case, simply defending the right of General Electric 
employees to be free of Compulsory unionism—and the right of American citi 
zens not to have to join with unions in a conspiracy to pad defense payrolls. 

“In this case, we have a strong feeling that no facts will persuade the unions. 
We feel that the Federal mediators, even if they should be convinced that our 
position is right, will be helpless to induce the unions to change their previous 
stands in the slightest. This is because the unions, under today’s substitute for 
collective bargaining, are certain, once the perfunctory mediation routine is be- 
hind them, that they will get recommendations for whatever they want from the 
Wage Stabilization Board—followed by whatever may then be the current form 
of Government coercion. 

“We believe the unions have sound reason for their confidence. But we do 
net think this should influence us to compromise with what we believe to be 
right 

“Qur position is that, judged by every proper standard, we have offered to do 
all we should and could do—without injustice to our employees, to the Cincinnati 
community, and to the general public. 

“We have come here feeling that we are right. We do not intend to leave 
here feeling we have been persuaded to do wrong. 

“We are not here to make a deal that will bargain our employees into compul- 
sory unionism. 

“Weare not here to bow to threats of force.” 

Yesterday's meetings, with each union separately, were spent in reviewing the 
earlier negotiations and mediation, and in both sides restating the issues for 
the benefit of the mediators. There was, in addition, a full discussion of com 
pulsory unionism and the question of bringing unfairly high wages to the Cin 
cinnati area from outside. 

In the end we simply had to make clear that, in the light of the discussions 
we had had before the mediators as well as our reexamination of all the facts 

d experience available, we felt we could not and must not agree to the two 
principal demands of the unions. 

At the end of the discussions, we indicated there was no possibility of our 
granting the union officials any form of Compulsory unionism over our employees. 
There is no just reason why we should force any of our employees to do anything 
they don’t want to do about unions and paying dues. And it is a matter of 
principle and not of degree. It isn’t a question of how far we may go in in 
vading our employees’ rights; it’s simply that we must avoid the slightest pos 
sible penetration of them. 

We indicated there was no possibility of our giving any Consideration to wage 
rate determination on the basis of importing so-called aircraft-industry rates 
into Cincinnati, or on any other basis than what's the right pay for the given 
skill, care and effort in accord with the going values in the Cincinnati com 
munity We are in the aircraft business, just as much us we are at Lockland 
in 20 or 30 other plants where we make all kinds of parts and assemblies which 
ultimately go into aircraft. The end purpose of the product hasn't the slightest 
significance in job evaluation and equitable wage-rate determination. What's 
important and significant is meeting the skill, care, and effort requirements of 
the work itself. If the end products’ importan to life and liberty were the 
measure, employees should be paid more for work done on automobiles to be 
used by doctors and sheriffs than for like work done on autos to be used by 
bootleggers and gangsters. 

The mediation was recessed tonight with no settlement and with no visible 
progress toward settlement with either union. The mediators recommended 
that negotiations directly between the parties be resumed for another 30 days. 
Loeal bargaining is to begin again at Lockland with IAM this coming week 
UAW is to have a meeting with its own members on Monday to consider whether 
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bargaining should be resumed locally or with the further assistance 
Mediation Service. 
IU} 

Press reports indicate that IUE’s GE Conference Bourd meeting in New York 
last Wednesday did not authorize the strike which the union’s top leadership 
had previously threatened and called for. We do not know if a strike vote was 
even taken at the Board meeting, as the outcome of the session might indicat: 
some change had taken place in the strike strategy that had been announced 
earlier 

The decision at the meeting, according to as yet unconfirmed reports, 
the top command to direct local union officers in promoting demonsti 
each [UE plant on June 5 

The probable extent of these demonstrations is not as yet known 
to the union officials—as the employees haven't vet undergone the 
emotional build up) 

Employees may prove to feel they are losing enough money now whil 
for their IUE leadership to make up its mind about our offer. They 
want to lose still more money foolishly in another of these pay-wastins 


stiations that can’t possibly get the employees anything and, of course, 
cost the union officials any loss of pay. 


UE 


At the union’s request, the negotiations set for last Wednesday were mover 


up to this coming Wednesday. This union’s delays—during its preoccupation 


in watching what its rival is attempting—are getting expensive for its Inembers 


also. 
EMPLOYEE AND PLANT COMMUNITY RELATIONS, 
Vew York 

Mr. Carey. For more than a decade, the United Electrical Workers 
has been, both numerically and financially, the most substantial 
Communist-controlled union in the United States. 

UE has been the Communist Party's pride and Joy, because never 
in American labor history has the Communist Party succeeded, as it 
did with UE, in capturing a union with a membership of more than 
100,000. UE’s peak membership of more than a half million in 1948 
and its $2,400,000 in assets in 1949 were, therefore, the greatest prizes 
that communism in this country has ever been able to exhibit. 

But UE’s value to the Communist Party has far transcended the 
ere advantages—important as they have been—of controlling UE’s 
leaders and UE’s assets. In UE the Communist Party has had a 
potent instrument of prestige with which to influence other unions. 
Likewise, UE’s vast treasury served as an inexhaustible source of funds 
- the pi uty. for countless Communist fronts. and also for other left- 

ving UNIONS. It is significant th: it. with the dec line of U Ie. the decline 
of other left wing unions has been accelerated. For mi: iny vears the 
numerical and financial power of UE placed it at the center of an orbit 
through which other Communist-led unions circled almost as satellites. 
From UE they drew their totalitarian courage and program. 

That is the reason, as I have already told this subcommittee, that 
we view the UF as far more than a problem in itself. Because “ its 
size and resources the UE has been both a source of funds and an 
ideological rallying point for other Communist groups. Countless 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in UE funds have been poured into 
other left-wing unions and directly into Communist fronts. 

There is still another and perhaps more critical aspect of commu- 
nism’s control of the UE. The United Electrical Workers was Soviet 
Russia’s great hope for a mass base in the American labor movement 
4’ mass base that could serve the purposes of the Kremlin’s forelen 
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policy and possibly weaken the American Government's resistance 
fa that policy. Last but not least, as we have pointed out, UE offered 
the Kremlin’s espionage and sabotage agencies a potential access to 

{ including atomic 


classified and secret-weapon production up to anc 
developments. 

Let us first summarize the sources of evidence that establish UE as 
Communist-controlled, and then indicate the nature of the evidence. 

Who says UE is Communist-controlled ? 

Committees of the United States Congress. 
Committees of State legislatures and other State investigative 
bodies. 

3. UE’s own publications and the Communist Daily Worker. 

4. The National CIO. 
5. Former UE and Communist Party leaders. 

6. The Atomic Energy Commission. 

7. Members of Congress and Government officials. 

8. Religious leaders. 

%. Officials of veterans’ and patriotic organizations. 

10, Numerous newspapers and magazines. 

Over the years UE has been the subject of a series of investigations 
by congressional committees. Not one committee has ever been able 
to give UE a clean political bill of health. On the contrary, all con- 
gressional investigations, to the extent that they penetrated into UE, 
ascertained to varying extents that both UE’s policies and personnel 
are permeated with communism. Congressional hearings have re- 
corded sworn testimony on the Communist histories of literally hun- 
dreds of UE national, district, and local leaders. 

The total mass of this testimony is overwhelming. It cannot be 
discounted or discredited by attributing it, as the Communist press 
attempts, to “disgruntled former radic: als.’ * “renegades,” or “traitors 
to the working class.” A large volume of the testimony on U E’s sub- 
servience to the Communist Party has come from persons who were 
never Communists nor even fellow travelers. Many of them were, 
and still are, good liberals and good democratic trade-unionists. They 
were not profession: al “Red-baiters” ; they were not headline seekers; 
they had nothing to gain except the gain that comes from the strength- 
ening of democratic unionism and other democratic institutions. 

The mass of this congressional evidence weighs inescapably toward 
the conclusions reached by a subcommittee of the United States House 
of Representatives’ Committee on Education and Labor in 1948. After 
a more comprehensive study of UE than had been previously under- 
taken, this subcommittee declared: 


The Communist Party has gained a strong foothold in one of the Nation’s most 
strategic industries: the electrical industry. It dominates the largest labor 
union in that industry: The United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of 
America. It has seized control of its national office, the executive board, the 
paid staff, the union newspapers, and a number of its district councils and 
locais. 

The hold of the Communists on America’s electrical industry is the hold of 
Soviet Russia. It is communism in action—now. It is not an historical danger ; 
it is a present danger. 


Among other findings of the 1948 subcommittee of the House Labor 
Committee was also the following conclusion which has been verified 
so frequently as to be beyond dispute: 
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The overwhelming evidence at the hearings was that the following inter- 
national officers of the UE were, at the times stated therein, either members of 
the Communist Party or under its control: James J. Matles, national organizer ; 
Julius Emspak, secretary and treasurer; and Russ Nixon, Washington legisla- 
tive representative. It further showed that the international president, Albert 
Fitzgerald, collaborated with the other international officers in maintaining the 
substantial control of the Communist Party over the policy of the union. The 
evidence also showed that a considerable number of official positions are occupied 
by members of the Communist Party in locals of the UE-CIO throughout the 
country. 

To repeat, these conclusions are founded on such huge quantities of 
evidence compiled by congressional and noncongressional groups 
that they cannot be challenged— -and have not been challenged— 
effectively. 

Such findings are not invalidated, it should be added, because a 
number of anti-Communist union leaders, including myself, disagreed 
with the subeommittee’s final recommendations for remedial legisla- 
tion, none of which has ever been enacted. 

[I should like, in concluding this section on congressional opinion of 
UE, to observe that the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Hum- 
phrey, referred to UE as “Communist-dominated” in his introduction 
to part II of the subcommittee’s report. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to include in the record all 
of the presentation I make, but to conserve time, to skip portions 
of it. 

Senator Humpnurey. You may have that privilege. It will all be a 
matter of the body of testimony, and it will be of course subject, Mr. 
Carey, to any public review if anybody wants to make any comments 
about. it. 

Mr. Carey. I will be delighted to invite public review or comment 
on this testimony. 

I would like to call additional attention to the 1948 House Labor 
Subcommittee hearings, conducted very ably by Congressman Ker- 
sten, and direct attention not only to the findings but also the ree- 
ommendations made by that subcommittee. 

The report discusses the Atomic Energy Commission’s activity and 
makes recommendations. It names individuals who obstructed the 
inquiry of the subcommittee by deliberately refusing to answer rele- 
vant gestions put to them by members of the subcommittee. It rec- 
ommended a number of contempt- -of-Congress citations. 

The whole case against UE is so well documented that it might be 
desirable to have the findings and conclusions of that subcommittee 
ade part of the record of this Senate subcommittee. That 1948 
investigation reported— 

Chat this committee also finds that aid and comfort is too often given the Com- 
iuist elements in this trade-union movement by the indiscriminate labeling 
f every progressive movement as communistic. 

It further reported : 

Much criticism has been leveled at the present law that requires only union 
ficials to file non-Communist affidavits, making no requirement whatsoever 

n the part of management. 

The subcommittee listed a number of UE leaders who should be 
prosecuted for contempt of Congress, including James J. Matles, Julius 
mspak, Russ Nixon, Leo Jandreau, and several others. 





COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


Another thing I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, appears 
on page 23 of the record under “Conclusions.” No. 9 reads as follows: 


The committee also recommends that further study be made into the possible 
use of incentives, rather than penalties, to better labor-management relations 
for the common good. A trade-union that is democratic in practice as well as 
in principle, that honors its contracts, that encourages its members to partic 
ipate in union activities, should be allowed some extra privileges: for exatrople, 
a sound form of the closed shop or other Considerations. On the other hand, 
the employer who bargains in good faith with the union certified to him, who 
makes every effort to stabilize employment in his plant, who sets up profit 
sharing guaranteed annual wages, and pension plans, should be given specia! 
consideration, such as, possibly, tax reductions similar to the merit-rating tax 
syste of State unemployment acts. 

LO. We recommend that all employers, particularly, refrain from such indis 
criminate labeling of “Communist” the proposals brought forth by legitimate 
union leaders to better the economic and social status of the American worke 
Blind opposition on the part of some employers to every proposal for improving 
on social economy and the branding of such proposals as “Communist inspired 
only strengthened the Communist propaganda and weakens the position of truly 
American labor-union leaders. It only gives credit to the Communists for having 
the best motives and accomplishments of legitimate trade-unionists. 

We are hoping, Mr. Chairman, that this study made in 1948 under 
the direction of Subcommittee Chairman Kersten, and especially its 
findings and conclusions, may be given serious consideration. 

I would like, if I may, for the sake of time, to skip portions of my 
prepared testimony and include them into the record. I turn to 
page 24. 

Senator Humpurey. Are you skipping this other part / 

Mr. Carry. I am including it in the record as though TI read it. I 
will be glad te answer any questions on that portion of the testimony. 

Senator Humpurey. I would like to have you read, Mr. Carey, from 
page 11 through page 17. 

Mr. Carry. In many ways pereape the most convincing proof of 

he Communist character of any organization is the fidelity of its poll 
cies and activities to programs of the Communist Party and the inter 
national Communist movement. 

The degree of such fidelity over a pe ‘riod of years can provide a 
more accurate test of an organization’s Communist character than 
even the Communist loyalties : of its le sadership. 

Judged by this objective criterion, UE must, without any reser 
vation, be declared a Communist-controlled organization. 

How can we judge the degree of fidelity to communism’s program 
and purpose By two standards: 

First, the extent to which an organization consistently reflects, both 
in sie and in expression, the Communist Party line. 

Second, the failure of an organization to deviate, either in actions 
or expression, from the Communist Party line and the failure ever to 
find points of disagreement with the current Communist program. 

By both standards UE must conclusively be declared a Communist 
domi: rated organization. 

For more than ll years the UE, in program and activities, lia: 
without deviation followed the line prescribed by the American Com 
munist Party and by Soviet foreign policy. 

For more than 11 vears the UE has been unable to find a single pot 
of disagreement with the policies of either the American Communist 
Party or the Kremlin. 
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For more than 11 years the UE has quickly adjusted and recon- 
ciled itself to the violent twists and reversals of the Kremlin program. 
Whether the Kremlin’s somersault involved war or peace, democ- 
racy or totalitarianism, mass starvation or aid to war-devastated na- 
tions, each time UE has exactly duplicated the Kremlin’s somersault. 

To paraphrase an old trade-union joke: “When Stalin’s nose itches, 
UE sneezes.” 

The subcommittee has printed in its recent report, known as part 
[Tl a condensed history titled “10 Years of Communist Control of 
UE.” This carefully docume nted compilation by the I1UE-CIO traces, 

in parallel columns, the changes and turns in the Communist Party 
line and in the UE line from 1939 through 1949. To a large extent it 
is recorded from two basic sources: the union's official heWspaper, 
the UE News, and from the Communist Daily Worker. 

This history is a damning indictment of UE for it proves that dur 
ing those crucial years, before, during and after the war, UE’s posl 
tion shifted and adjusted with every shift of the Kremlin’s line. 

UE’s position was identical with the Kremlin’s position toward 
Hitlerism up to the very day that Hitler invaded Russia. When the 
Kremlin was isolationist, UE was isolationist. When the Kremlin 
was interventionist, UE was interventionist. So it went throughout 
the war. When the postwar period saw another violent reversal b: 
the Kremlin, the UE also reversed. On the Marshall plan to aid 
stricken Europe and on Henry Wallace’s fantastic third party ven 
ture, on these and on all other postwar developments, the Communist 
Party line quickly became the UE line. 

As I have said, the historical comparison titled “10 Years of Com- 
munist Control of UE.” which this subcommittee i as printed as part 
of its report, covered the years from 1939 through 1949. 

We have now brought that historical summary up to date, covering 
the last 214 years. Task permission of the subcommittee to have this 
document appear in the record at the conclusion of my testimony. 

Senator Humpeurey. Do you have that with you, sir? 

Mr. Carry. Yes, sir, I have. 

Senator Humpurey. That shall be included in the record, and it 
shall be noted to appear al the conclusion of this te sstimony 

Mr. Carry. Here again, during these last 214 vears, U IE s policies 
and practices have exactly duplicated those of the American Commu- 

list Party and the Kremlin. 

On the Korean war, UE’s policy became the same as the Commu- 
nist Party's. 

On the Stockholm peace petition UE’s policy became the same as 
the Communist Party's. 

Senator Humpnrey. Has the UF engaged in the tirade about germ 
warfare ¢ 

Mr. Carry. UE leaders agree completely with the Kremlin and the 
Cominform on this score, as on all other scores. They don’t miss a 
single, solitary twist or turn. 

Senator Humpnrey. You mean in publications. 

Mr. Carey. UE leaders use every possible medium to promote the 
Communist Party line and the Kremlin’s line. Thev can never say a 
decent thing about their own country or their own Government. On 
the other hand they can’t find any f: ault whatsoever with the Kremlin. 
ts military aggressions throughout the world, or rany of the damnable 
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practices communism engages in. International communism’s vicious- 
ness is either unseen or it is commented upon in favorable terms by 
the UE in its newspaper and its documents. 

Senator Humearey. Does the UE publication follow the party line 
that we are the aggressors in Korea and that the North Koreans were 
the homespun, lovable folks that were trying to protect their nation 
from the South Koreans? 

Mr. Carey. They certainly do. I could translate in more colorful 
language that trade-union saying about “When Stalin’s nose itches 
the UE sneezes.” 

Senator Humpurey. I think we will leave it at that, Mr. Carey. 

Mr. Carey. On point 4 of President Truman’s program, UE’s pol- 
icy became the same as the Communist Party’s. 

Even on the question of this subcommittee the Communist Party’s 
smear attacks have now been joined by UE’s smear attacks. 

Senator Humpurey. I have some evidence here that I will later on 
incorporate into the record. I have even found out that I wasn’t for 
FEPC as a result of these hearings. I am going to get some of my 
southern friends and have them read this. This is from the Mine, 
Mill and Smelter Workers union paper. Speaking of the chairman 
of the subcommittee and his feelings about fair employment practices, 
it starts out by saying: 

Senator Hubert Humphrey, whose “friendship” for labor proved phony, is now 
showing that his “friendship” for the Negro people and other minorities is 


equally phony. 
Humphrey is chairman of a Senate Labor Subcommittee which last week 


began hearings on proposed FEPC legislation. As the hearings opened, the 
Minnesota Democrat revealed that his new drive for enactment of a Federal 
Fair Employment Practices Act will place special emphasis on States rights. 

They then go on and say: 

This is the same Humphrey who heads the Senate subcommittee holding hear 
ings on the same Humphrey's proposals to treat progressive unions the way the 
old Wagner Act treated company unions, take their bargaining rights away. 

It is a wonderful position to be in, to be assailed on one side and 
ce down on the other side. 

Mr. Carry. May I give you a better example. 

Seni se Hump HREY. May I say, before you go into that, that I am 
deeply grateful for that because I found out that if one can find himself 
in the position of being a victim of character assassination and smear 
from the neurotic fringe on the right, and the equally neurotic fringe 
on the left, there is some possibility that somebody may think he is 
right and wholly decent. My di addy used to say, “Son, the highway 
is broad and wide. You can be a little to the left of center or to the 
right of center, but stay on the concrete and keep out of the ditches.’ 

And what a wise daddy he was. As long as these ettacks keep up. 
lam very grateful. T hey will possibly prove to some people that there 
is such a thing as being a democratic liberal and at the same time 
fighting for the principles of democracy and freedom which some of 
us want to fight for and fight for vigorously. I want to thank the 
mine, mill, and smelter workers for thie. 

Along with that and the attacks of Westbrook Pegler, I find myself 
in very nice company. 
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Mr. Carey. The UE’s Electrical Union News, Friday, April 25, 
1952, carried the following headline in very heavy type: “Senator 
Ives Hits Humphrey’s Aims and W age Freeze.” 

Senator Humrnrey. Yes, 1 read that, I wish that your paper 
‘ideale give me as much sahlciky , Mr. Carey, as these others do. You 
have been a little bit derelict. 

Mr. Carry. It would be a different nature, 1 assure you. We read 
this UE article, and sent a letter to Senator Ives because UE made 
it appear that Senator Ives was charging you with being antilabor. 
No one in their right mind could successfully charge you with that. 

Senator Humrurey. No one in their right mind does, by the way. 
Not that they do, but they don’t. There are some that think I am too 
much labor. 

Mr. Carey. Senator Ives, apparently, holds you in high esteem. 

Senator Humpnurey. | hold the Senator in high en m. 

Mr. Carry. Senator Ives replied: 


DeAR JIM: I am very grateful to you for writing about the article concerning 
myself which seems to have appeared in the April 25 issue of the Electrical Union 
News of local 301-UE. Recently, when I was on a series of speaking engage 
ments in Buffalo, N. Y., 1 was corraled by representatives of UE and the upshot 
appears to have been the aforesaid article. I can best answer your letter by 
replying categorically to the point you raise as follows: 

1. Far from being opposed to a continuation of the Defense Production Act, I 
feel very strongly that it would be most unwise to drop it completely at this 
time. I believe that my attitude in this connection is best expressed in my 
comment about the matter which is contained in my remarks before the Industrial 
Relations Conference at the University of Buffalo, on May 18, a copy of which 
I enclose. 

2. Most assuredly, I never accused my good friend, Senator Humphrey, of 
abuse or misuse of his power or authority. 

3. From what I know of UE I would not be in its corner at any time, either 
when it might testify before a subcommittee or in any other circumstances. 

4. I know nothing about whether UE local 301 is democratically run or 
despotically run, nor have I ever commented concerning the matter. From the 
foregoing replies and comments to the questions you have very properly sub 
mitted, I am sure you will see that the article to which you refer is a wholly 
garbled presentation. As a matter of fact, in the course of the short interview 
I had with the representatives of the UE locals, I spent most of my time lecturing 
them on the matter of Communism I don’t think they enjoyed it. Again thank 
ing vou for writing and with very best regards, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 


any 


IRVING Ives, United States Senator. 


Senator Humpurey. I want to thank you, Mr. Carey, for reading 
that. Senator Ives spoke to me in re fere nce to ‘his news story that 
appeared in one of the publications. What was that publication 

Mr. Carey. That was the Electrical Union News. It is the official 
organ of UE local 301, Schenectady, N. Y. 

Senator Humpurey. May I say for the record that this study which 
was being made by the subcommittee was un: inimously approved and 
endorsed by the members of the subcommittee and | repeat unani 
mously undertaken, with everybody's eves wide open to what good 
we might be able to do and what badger ing we might receive. And 
we shall continue it, too, and the longer some of these characters put 
the heat on the more we will continue it. 

Mr. Carey. That is the one thing they don’t understand. 

Senator Humpurey. They sure don’t understand Humphrey, I will 
tell you that. 
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Mr. Carry. That makes two of us. I am sure there are a lot more. 


To return to my testimony: 

These parallelisms, these identities, actually, are not merely a matter 
of excerpts from UE News and the Daily Worker. 

Exactly the same identities of policy and purpose between the UE 


and the Communist Party are found in all UE convention proceedings, 


in the meetings of the UE executive board, in the proce ‘eedings of UE 
district councils, in UE pamphlets, leaflets, movies, and radio pro- 
orams, and in the magazine articles that UE officials write for Ameri- 
can and foreign magazines. 


But let me emphasize again that there are two facets to this test of 


fidelity to communism. Just as important as what an organization 
does is what it does not do. 

Never once in the past 12 years has the UE leadership, a UE con- 
vention or a UE executive board expressed the slightest criticism of 
the American Communist Party. 

Never once has UE disagreed with the aggressive policy of Soviet 
imperialism, 

Never once has UE taken issue with the Kremlin’s foreign policy. 

Never once has UE endorsed any efforts of the United States Gov- 
ernment to halt the expansion of communism throughout the world. 

Never once has UE condemned the Russian invasion of Finland, 
and the Red conquest of China, Soviet aid to the North Koreans, or the 
transformation of Baltic and Balkan countries into Russian satellites. 

Never once has UE found words of censure for Russia’s enormous 
slave labor system, for mass trials and wholesale political murder, for 
the forced migrations of millions in southeastern Europe and Asia, 
and the destruction of all civil rights for millions of others. 

In summary, by any conceivable tests of policies, programs, and 
practices the UE is now and has been for the past 12 years a political 
arm of the American Communist Party and Soviet foreign policy. 

I then follow, Mr. Chairman, with a review of the position taken 
by the national C1O with regard to the UE: 

We can no longer tolerate within the family of the CIO the Communist Party 
masquerading as a labor union. 

Thus began resolution 58, titled “On the Expulsion of the UE,” 
placed before the eleventh constitutional convention of the CIO 
Cleveland, November 2, 1949. Five hours later UE was no longer 

1 “the family of CLO.” In fact, it was no longer in a strict sense in 
the American labor movement. By an overwhelming vote of the CIO 
convention, UE became a self-disgraced outcast. 

Senator Humpurey. Before we go any further, I want to make 
some comments about this paragraph of yours. I have a little article 
in my hand here. It is from the March of Labor, May 1952, Unholy 
Money, by Mr. Nixon. Mr. Nixon, I believe, is present in this room, 
and I believe in getting these things out in the open. I want you to 
know the kind of man you are talking to right now. I will read you 
a paragraph: 

The Humphrey hearings in Washington are the Senate efforts by the Na 
tional Association of Manufacturers, the Chamber of Cemmerce, General Elec 


tric, and other employer outfits to bring together in unholy matrimony that 
old devil, the Taft-Hartley law, and the McCarran witch-hunting act. 


‘This is really interesting. To be able to put that paragraph together 
you have to have some ability. 
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The intended offspring of this evil match is Government control of unionism, 
wiping out workers’ freedom to choose their own union and their own union 
officers, and their personal freedom of political views in action. 

Senator Humphrey, the phony liberal from Minnesota, is misusing the Senate 
labor subcommittee on labor and labor-management relations to push this anti- 
labor scheme. 

His Senate partner— 

Now get this, because I am sure that if the gentleman who is referred 
to had read this we would have changed that immigration bill that 
I was fighting against just a little while ago: 

His Senate partner is the notorious Pat McCarran, of Nevada, who has intro- 
duced two Senate bills, S. 1975 and §. 2548, to put into operation such Gov- 
ernment control of workers, 

I would suggest that the author of this article read the debates 
upon the Immigration Act and the comments of the Senator from 
Nevada about those of us who were engaged in trying to forward a 
substitute immigration bill that was reasonable, honorable and 
within the democratic tradition. 

You know, this doesn’t even fool the author. This is what causes 
the newspaper shortage. 

But I am all for people printing these things. I believe they 
ought to have the right to print anything they want. I just don’t 
believe that they ought to have the opportunity to wreck the rest 
of the country, that is all. 

Mr. Carey. May I add an observation, here? How does Russ 
Nixon get identified with the United Radio, Electrical, and Machine 
Workers? He is certainly no worker. I know very well he has never 
worked in the electrical, radio or machine industry, and yet he writes 
articles professing to be a leader of a labor organization, which UE 
isnot. Nixon is strictly an imported Communist stooge 

Senator Humpnrey. You can discuss that with Mr. Nixon, but 
I am glad to get this documentation. I was looking upon it as a 
work of journalism. All I want to say is that I think a man has to 
have a sense of humor these days. He must not take these things 
too seriously. You simply have to look at these things with a sort 
of a humorous twist, because this is really funny. This is the new 
kind of American comedy which could border upon tragedy, of 
course. When you see these kind of gimmicks, these kind of journal- 
istic pretzels that come out—isn’t that a wonderful picture? They 
must have searched through the files to get that; “the facts behind 
the attemps to break the unions in 1952 through a liberal front.” 

Now I know why organizations such as the Americans for Demo- 
eratic Action an dothers have been under attack. This is an educa- 
tion. Itisa wonderful education. Iam very grateful. 

Mr. Nixon is going to testify before this committee, and I want 
him to come in here, I am going to ask him a few questions about these 
articles, about this documentation, because I want to find out about 
myself. I would like to have him come to us as a journalist. 

Mr. Carey. Would you please question his credentials if he ap- 
pears as a worker in the electrical, radio, and machine industry or 
representing workers in our industry’ Because he didn’t spring 
from that source. That is all I ask here. 

The C1O’s convention had a resolution expelling the UE set forth 
virtually all the reasons for its action, and since this subcommittee 
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has made that a part of its record, I don’t suppose there will be need 
for me to review that in detail. 

Senator Humrurey. We have this in a printed document. 

Mr. Carey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. May I just ask a question for the record, Mr. 
Carey. When the CIO held these hearings, just what was the pro- 
cedure there? We have it listed down here but I would like to have 
it as part of your testimony, so there will be some coherence here to 
your reference to the action ‘of the national CIO. 

Mr. Carey. Senator, if there was ever a case of people being 
judged by their peers, it was the case of the UE. 

Senator Humpnurey. Were they expelled in convention ? 

Mr. Carry. They were expelled in convention. 

Senator Humpnrey. Not by an executive committee? 

Mr. Carry. Not by executive committee. The UE had full right and 
privilege to appear before that convention. UE received notice that 
its case was being brought before the convention for action. But 
UE’s Communist leaders decided not to face their accusers, nor accept 
the judgment of their a They had a glorious opportunity. They 
had submitted to the CIO an ultimatum, which declared that if the 
CIO didn’t accept certain orders that the UE had received from the 
Communist Party and make it part of the CIO program, the UE 
officers would withhold dues from the CIO. UE leaders appeared 
before the officers of the CIO and they were advised that this matter 
would be taken up by the convention and that they would have their 
opportunity to appear and speak. It was not merely a matter of just 
5 hours as I mentioned. It involved ten long years that the CIO had 
been attempting to get the UE to comport itself as a trade-union, as an 
affiliate of the CIO should comport itself. When the convention’s 
judgment was rendered, it was rendered after full democratic dis- 
cussion and opportunity presented to all interested parties. Even 
Harry Bridges was offended because the UE officers didn’t have guts 
enough to defend their own position. The Communists had attempte dd 
to use the CIO in the manner they were using the UE, to serve the 
interests of the foreign policy of the Soviet Union and to serve the 
interests of the American Communist Party. They were expelled. 
They were expelled, as I said, by an overwhelming vote. There was 
no effort on the part of UE’s officers to defend themselves against the 
charges advanced in that 1949 convention resolution. They ‘could not 
answer the charges that were made from time to time by members of 
the UE, by former officers of the UE, and by the national CIO that 
UE was Communist-dominated. 

In fact, in my testimony before the House subcommittee in 1948, 
Congressman Kersten’s subcommittee, the UE Communists attempted 
to do what they will inevitably do here—not answer the allegations 
but attempt to discredit those who offer the testimony, those who pre- 
sent the evidence. Well, of course, they couldn’t discredit the CIO 
UE’s successor, the IUE-CIO, started largely as an organization 
designed to provide democratic workers a haven, to provide the wage 
earners in our industry with a decent trade-union that would effectively 
deal with the organized forces of the employers. I don’t think the 
representatives of the UE will even attempt to answer the charges 
made in the CIO’s well documented report to the convention and the 
recommendations for the UE’s expulsion. 
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Senator Humenrey. Mr. Carey, starting on page 17, you start list- 
ing certain individuals. What is the purpose of that listing g, since you 
are not going to read that ? 

Mr. Carey. The purpose of that is to show, as I stated, on page 15, 

that communism in UE as seen by former UE and former Communis . 
Party leaders, is excellent evidence proving in itself that the UE 
Communist-dominated. I have cited testimony by John Edward Jano- 
witz, who was extremely active in the UE. He was the president of 
an important UE local union, and chairman of its bargaining com- 
mittee. He became a member of the national staff of the UE. It was 
suggested that he take that position, although he took it reluctantly 
because he had his suspicions about the UE. Shortly after becoming 
a member of the staff, like all other staff members, he was encouraged 
to become a member of the Communist Party. It becomes essential 
that you become a member of the Communist Party if you are to 
remain on the staff of the UE. He was asked to join the Communist 
Party, and at the suggestion of the FBI he became a member of the 
Communist Party. He continued in good standing as a UE staff 
member and a member of the Communist Party. He presented his 
testimony just recently before an agency of our Government. It was 
interesting that the Communist Party never had an idea that the 
fellow had his doubts about UE, the American Commuinst Party, or 
the perfection of the proletarian paradise in Russia. You will find 
also in that section the statement made by Lee Lundgren. Lee Lund- 
gren was an officer of UE and on the staff of the UE. 

Senator Humrnurey. Was or is? 

Mr. Carry. He was on the staff of the UE. 

Senator Humpnrry. All right. 

Mr. Carey. He is now on the staff of the IUE-CIO. Lee Lundgren 
was considered a hero by the Communists, but when he made his 
statement beeuking away from ie Communist Party immediately he 
became a target for the most vile abuse from the Communists and UE. 
This man demonstrated tremendous courage and he certainly demon- 
strates today an understanding of democracy that makes him a very 
able representative of the IUE-CIO. Next we have Charles Baxter. 
I don’t know Charles Baxter personally. 

Senator Humpnrey. By the way, is Mr. Lundgren’s statement taken 
under oath? Is it an affidavit ? 

Mr. Carry. He wrote it at the time of his departure from the UE. 
He has since made that statement and notarized a similar statement. 

Senator Humpurey. Has he ever testified before a committee of the 
Congress ¢ 

Mr. Carey. To the best of my knowledge he has never testified be- 
fore any investigating gr oup. 

Charles Baxter—— 

Senator Humpurey. May I just return—I am sorry, did Mr. Jano- 
witz—did I understand you to say that Mr. Janowitz had been in 
touch with the Federal Bureau of Investigation ? 

Mr. Carry. Continuously for some time. Over a period of years. 

Senator Humpnrey. I just wanted to get that clear. He was an 
undercover agent, so to speak; is that correct ? 

Mr. Carey. That is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, Mr. Baxter is your next one. 
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Mr. Carry. Yes, I set forth the testimony of Mr. Baxter, who was an 
extremely well trained Communist. 

Senator Humpurey. And Mr. Philbrick. 

Mr. Carey. And Mr. Philbrick. 

Senator Humpnurey. Is this the gentleman who is the author of 
a recent book ? 

Mr. Carry. Yes, sir; and a very able writer in this field of com- 
munism in the labor movement as it applies to the New England area. 
His book, I Led Three Lives, is excellent and very accurate. We know 
from our own experience and direct contact in the same field how 
accurate Herbert Philbrick is in his book. 

Senator Humpnrey. And he did service for our country through 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, did he not? 

Mr. Carry. He did, yes. Then our testimony discusses communism 
in the UE as seen by the Atomic Energy Commission. I want to 
commend the Commission for the manner in which it handled this 
extremely difficult question. Next we offer the viewpoints of Senator 
Herbert Lehman, Secretary of Labor Maurice Tobin, Senator James 
Murray, Congressman Dan F. Flood, Congressman Franklin D. Roose- 
velt, Jr., Senator Paul H. Douglas, and others on the IUE-CIO fight 
against the Communist UF. 

Senator Humpnrey. I know you have a statement here from Sen- 
ator James E. Murray, who is the chairman of the full committee. 

Mr. Carey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humrnrey. I am happy to see that statement because 
there has been an effort on the part of some to have misinterpreted 
the Senator on some of his comments about our investigation. Sen- 
ator Murray is the chairman of this full committee and this investi- 
gation would not be under way if the chairman of the full commit- 
tee did not concur at least in the desirability of making such an 
investigation. 

Mr. Carey. I would like to read, if I may, the next part, because 
I think it is very significant. 

In many industrial communities religious leaders, after studying 
the accumtilated evidence on UB, have advised their parishioners that 
UE is Communist-dominated and, therefore, not deserving of support. 

Typical of many of these expressions is the following, published 
on page 1 of the M: ay 18, 1950, issue of the Ev ‘angelist, official publica- 
tion of the Catholic diocese of Albany, N. Y. 

Within our diocese there is a very grave problem. It is the issue of com- 
munism with which our faithful in Schenectady are confronted * * * The 
Catholic Church lends her support and gives her blessing to free trade-unions. 

The Popes have spoken repeatedly in support of their aspirations. Their 
struggles to obtain a more equitable share of the enormous profits of big business 
have been spearheaded by the encyclicals of Popes Leo XIII and Pius XI * * * 
Only after the most painstaking study and mindful of the serious nature of 
the charges, our most reverend bishop and the priests of the Diocese of Albany 
declare the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America to be 
Communist-dominated and Communist-controlled. It no longer functions as a 
free labor union, but is merely a tool of the Communist Party and is, therefore. 
the enemy of God and the Catholic Church. 


From veterans organizations and newspapers and magazines, we 
have considerable testimony with regard to the Communist nature 
of the UE. I stress this because not once has the UE attempted to 
defend itself from the charge of Communist domination in the courts, 
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of our land or inthe normal democratic manner that one would defend 
oneself from a false accusation. They have acknowledged the truth 
by silence. We have attempted to invite the Russ Nixons and the 
E mspaks and Matles and Fitzgeralds and the rest of these UE Com- 
munist stooges into the courts of our land. They have never dared 
sue us for libel, slander, defamation of character, or anything else. 

1 would like to invite them to sue us at the expense of the IUE-CIO, 
so they won't claim it would be a costly operation. Somehow, some 
way, we ought to get them to defend the name of their union and their 
organization and its officers from our charges—if they do not accept 
those charges as being wholly true. 

Earlier in this presentation I cited the testimony of Charles Baxter, 
a top-ranking Communist Party functionary for 18 years. Baxter 
noted that UE’s Communist leaders in recent years have been trying 
“to make cut-rate bargains with employers to maintain their base.” 
Then he commented: 

You would be surprised how many employers are falling for that short-range 
policy. They sometimes say, “We know the UE is a Communist union, but we 
ean do good business with them. Why should we get excited about Communists 
being in the plant?” 

Mr. Barsasn. Where did Mr. Baxter say that? Will you provide 
that ¢ 

Mr. Carey. Before the Ohio Un-American Activities Commission 
in Columbus, Ohio, January 21,1952. We in the IUE-C1O not only 
know the accuracy of that statement; we know that it gives only half 
the picture of the perfidious role of management in its relations with 
this Communist-controlled organization, 

The stark fact is: Without the deliberate active assistance and 
encouragement of big business in our industry UE could not have 
survived. 

This may seem to be a oe even intemperate charge to Members 
of Congress : but it has become a fact of life in our industry so 
obvious, so unmistakable, and so continuing that the members of 
LUE-C1O have come almost to take it for granted. 

It is a serious charge we make, for it has far deeper implications 
for the Nation as a whole than for one union or a small group of 
profit-blinded big business executives. 

We charge that in encouraging and assisting the survival of UF, 
the multimillion dollar corporations of our indus try have committed 
something very close to treason. And it may well be that the Nation 
will never know the full extent of that treason unless we find our- 
selves locked in military combat with a totalitarian enemy whose 
fanatical adherents and stooges had the - of the industry. 

Senator Humpurey. Just a minute, Mr. Carey. I was just consult- 
ing with Mr. Barbash because it came to our attention some time 
ago, Mr. Carey, that a leader of the World Federation of Trade 
Unions, a Frenchman by the name of Mr. Fanchon, called upon all 
Communists and Communist-led unions throughout the world, all 
those affiliated with the World Federation of Trade Unions, and 
others, to sabotage the rearmament program and the defense pro- 
gram. This wason an official pronouncement. I believe Mr. Fanchon 
is an official. We have a statement. You don’t have that. do you. 
Mr. Bernstein 2 ; 

Mr. Bernstein. No, sir: I do not. 
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Senator Humenrey. This is a very significant item of information : 
An international body, which represents primarily today the Com- 
munist unions in Europe, and other parts of the world, as well as 
Communist-dominated unions in the United States, calls upon these 
unions and their officers and those over whom they have control to 
do all that they can to divert everything away from the defense 
program and to engage in outright sabotage. I think this is a charge 
which is very serious. I should say that we have brought this, of 
course, to the attention of our Government, and we shall press it 
even further, because this kind of business is something not to be 
just looked upon with a side glance, and it surely relates to an industry 
in the United States, if there are industries in the United States that 
1ave conspirators in their midst, people whose allegiance is not to 
their own country but to an international force, then surely we ought 
to be on guard, and not only on guard but we ought to take such 
precautionary steps as may be necessary to protect ourselves from 
any undue disaster or catastrophe which could befall us in an hour 
of emergency. 

Mr. Carey. It is amazing, Mr. Chairman, that when a Duclos of 
France presents the views of the Kremlin, we see a puppet-like re- 
sponse in the United States on the part of the Communist Party and 
on the part of such groups as UE. From my own knowledge and 
experience in dealing with labor organizations in France and in other 
countries, a Benoit Frachon is even more important—in a trade- 
union sense—than Duclos. Frachon is the general secretary of the 
largest organization of labor in France, the Communist-controlled 
CGT. He is an important official of the Communist Party in its 
world-wide conspiracy to take over all labor organizations. It is 
well that the statement of Frachon be included in the record, for I 
am sure you will see it reflected sooner or later in all of the UE 
publications. 

Senator Humpnrey. Well, the statement of Mr. Frachon has been 
exemplified recently by some of the general strikes, the political strikes 
which are taking pl ce in some parts of Western Europe. I think it 
is very encouraging to note, however, that some of these political 
strikes aren’t going off so well. That even Frenchmen who are in 
Communist-dominated unions, for example, are willing to strike for 
good wages, which they have a right to, and which they ought to on 
many occasions because of the poor conditions that many “of them 
have to go in for, but they don’t go in for all of this political hogwash 
that is dragged in, and they are having a little trouble right now. 

Mr. Carey. Fortunately, some good judgment is now being used 
in off-shore procurement by the United States, when it makes pur- 
chases of materials and goods in, say, France. Previously an effort 
was made to place orders solely on the question of price. But now 
we have, as one of our standards, to make sure that when we want de- 
fense materials produced off our shores, we take into consideration 
American security and the international fight against communism. 
If it came to a choice between a Communist-dominated union plant 
in France and a plant with a non-Communist union, our Government 
today has finally realized the importance of placing the contract 
where it will best protect the security of our Nation and best assure 
continuity of production, and where it will not help finance the Com- 
munist Party effort. 
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T can hope that our Government will see fit to apply those same 
principles here in this country. I suggest we give more attention to 
protecting the security of our Nation. Ifa General Electric union is 
Communist-controlled, if the collective bargaining machinery is in 
the hands of the Communists, and if there is another plant where the 
security of the Nation is better protected, why put a contract for se- 
cret, vital defense work in the plant where the Communists have the 
bargaining rights? 

Why give these Communists letters of credit? Why give them 
character references from the Government? If a corporation oper- 
ates a hundred plants in this country, why do they take the very few 
plants where collective bargaining is controlled by the Communists 
and put most of their contracts of a secret nature in those plants? It 
certainly doesn’t make sense. As —_ as we recognize that we must 
be careful of the security of this Nation in the placement of con- 
tracts in France because of the Frachons and their Communist pro- 
gram, we might likewise apply that same kind of sound judgment 
right here in places like Schenectady. 

Senator Humrurey. I want at this time to pay appropriate tribute 
to the American Federation of Labor and the CIO for the activity 
in support of the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, 
which broke with the World Federation of Trade Unions, the Com- 
munist-dominated international. I do hope that the AFL and CIO 
will continue to work together in this effort. I think it is very, very 
important, and I regret that more Americans don’t know what the 
legitimate American labor movement has done to combat Communist- 
controlled unions and infiltration of communism into trade-union 
organizations throughout the world. The work has been amazing. 
It has re ally been one of the greatest contributions to our security and 
our key defense efforts. 

Mr. Carey. Despite our differences on other subjects, despite mis- 
understandings between the American Federation of Labor and 
unions and the CIO and its unions, we are bringing about common 
programs to deal with this Communist menace, which we both recog- 
nize. In the interests of democracy here and abroad we are devising 
common approaches on important international questions. 

I think the role of American labor in the international field is going 
toexpand. I think labor is in a better position to meet the challenge 
of the Communists in other parts of the world than any other section 
of our society, because the Communists commit their crimes in the 
name of the working class. Because we better understand the needs 
and aspirations of workers in other parts of the world—in Asia, Eu- 
rope, and Africa—we can be of greater assistance in gaining their 
confidence for democracy against totalitarian Communist aggression. 
We are carrying on that work, and we are having considerable success 
in several of our projects. Recently we started a series of radio pro- 
crams titled American Labor Answers Radio Moscow. These broad- 
casts refute the propaganda charges against the United States made 
over Radio Moscow and beamed around the world. The people of 
the United States don’t listen to Radio Moscow. But the people of 
other parts of the world do listen and unless the charges and falsifi- 
cations made by the Communists about the United States and its labor 
movement are exploded, they might feel that there is something to 
these charges. Moscow recently charged that Philip Murray had 
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sold out to the steel industry. That charge is now repeated by Amer- 
ican Communists. Of course, you and ‘I understand that what is 
going on in the steel industry today makes absurd any charge that 
Phil Murray sold out to the steel industry. Nevertheless the Com- 
munists have been trying to convince workers in England and in other 
parts of the world that the CIO is a reaction: ry org: anization, its lead- 
ers are stooges of Wall Street, and puppets of J. P. Mor gan. 

Senator Humpurey. Shame on you. 

Mr. Carry. Yes. So we decided to reply and produced this series 
of radio broadcasts. 

Now we make them available to any public groups or any private 
groups. We have made a half dozen recorded broadcasts so far. It 
appears that we’ve hit some sore spots in the Soviet Union because just 
recently they took notice of our “American Labor Answers Radio 
Moscow” and denounced us frantically. 

Of course, we have been called puppets of the Pope and agents of 
Wall Street and red-baiters and all the other epithets, but I understand 
that we are going to get a few clusters put on these badges of merit. 

I have been in the Soviet Union three times, and I know that they do 
not believe their lies any more than Russ Nixon believes the stuff he 
writes, if he does write it. He just rewrites most of the junk. He 
will get that Frachon proposition and he will rewrite that. 

Perhaps we will take occasion in our broadcasts to answer Frachon, 
as we do the charges made by Radio Moscow. 

If the subcommittee would be interested, we would like to present 
some of those records or scripts because we find that they are extremely 
well received by labor groups in other parts of the world. <A delega- 
tion came from Australia to talk with us, to get the benefit of our 
experience so that they can deal as effectively with their Communist- 
controlled unions in Australia as we are dealing with UE. 

We can be helpful to other groups, and we are delighted to help. 
I think it important that as long as the Soviet Union commits its 
crimes in the name of unions and the wor king class that we be the ones 
to carry on the most militant part of the fight against Communist 
aggression. That we intend to continue doing. 

AFL unions, among others, have asked for the use of the broadcasts, 
and they will be used by AFL organizations as well as CIO unions. 
But the most important part is to see that that information in reply 
to these Communist charges is made available to the people of Asia 
and Europe and Africa. That is our effort, to do that. 

Senator Humpnrey. And the labor movement is sponsoring these 
on its own ? 

Mr. Carry. The CIO is paying for them and making them avail- 
able at cost to other groups. 

Senator Humpurey. One of the things that this subcommittee can 
do, Mr. Carey, is to at least bring the good work of legitimate free 
trade-unions to the attention of the American public. I ‘feel strongly 
that a great blind spot in American public opinion results from the 
fact that the American public has not been given information about 
the work of trade-unions in combating forces of Communist totali- 
tarian aggression and imperialism. I think if we can get nothing else 
out of these hearings except to bring to the forefront the tremendous 
work that has been done and the great contributions of the leaders of 
the American labor movement for democracy and freedom in the 
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world, we will have performed a great service. It is a tragedy in this 
country that more people do not know it, and believe me, they do not. 
The young people in our schools do not know what the labor move- 
ment of this Nation is doing around the world. They do not know 
what our labor attachés are doing, and what our labor representatives 
with the Mutual Security Agency and formerly ECA, are doing. They 
have no thought of the tremendous odds we ran up against in Western 
Europe when the American labor movement went into action with 
funds, with leadership, with material, with radio broadcasts, with 
every means and form at their command, to be of help. 

I think it fair to say that much of our effort today would have 
been less successful and many of them would have failed had it not 
been for the work of men like Phil Murray, George Meany, William 
Green, Al Haves, of the machinists—and I just mention a few: there 
have been many others—Mr. Potofsky, and there are dozens of them 
that I could think of that have really done great service. They have 
been soldiers in the ranks of a great peace movement, and a great 
movement for the security and freedom of all. I wish we could get 
that out to the people. 

When I go back home, I find most people do not know about it. 
Someday we will get at it, but at least this will help a little bit. It 
is an amazing record, and it is a record of eternal credit to the 
American labor movement. 

Mr. Carey. They do not do it for the purpose of —— 

Senator Humpnrey. I understand that. They are not seeking the 
credit; no. But, when the brickbats are tossed around, it seems to 
me that some of the bouquets might be showered upon some of the 
good souls. 

Mr. Carry. I sometimes wonder about some of these recent converts 
to the fight against totalitarianism. They make a lot of noise, but 
often they do not engage in democratic work where it counts. 

The work really counts at the level of the workingman, whether 
he is an agricultural worker or whether he is a manufacturing worker. 
There is where it is important. 

I am sure, Senator, that your work and your efforts to put this 
Nation’s own credentials in order in the field of civil rights, in the 
field of giving a decent break to the working people in recognition of 
the good that they do, is extremely helpful in the fight that we are 
engaged in abroad. I do not think there is a stronger link in this 
whole chain that makes our Nation great than the productivity of the 
American working people. Sometimes you get the notion that you 
might be in contempt of at least a section of our Congress if you said 
something nice about the work of a labor organization. 

I think you, Senator, deserve a considerable amount of credit, and 
you have that recognition from the labor movement. 

One thing we have to do is to put our own house in order as a Na- 
tion in order to be able to attract the people whose minds and loyalties 
are part of this struggle in the world today. 

gut whether or not the labor movement gets the recognition for its 
work in the international field, the work will continue. In fact, we 
will intensify it. 

The TUE-CIO’s evidence in support of this charge is voluminous 
and varied. In this testimony I will outline its major features, with 
the understanding that, if this subcommittee wishes, I will make 
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available for the record the detailed documentation that we have com- 
piled. 

Senator Humpurey. And the charge that you refer to? 

Mr. Carry. The charge I refer to is that the UE is Communist- 
dominated, and that if it was not for the assistance and encourage- 
ment given by the corpor ations in the electrical industry the UE 
could not have survived. The UE would not now exist if it was not 
for the support and assistance and recognition that it is receiving 
from some American employers in the electrical industry. 

I would like to indicate, however, that this documentation is com- 
prehensive; it has come from management’s own published policies, 
from reports of management practices and actions, and from the first- 
hand experiences of our international union and its locals in every 
section of the industry, in organizing campaigns, in elections, and in 
contractual relations. 

General Electric is the giant of our industry, the world’s largest 
and wealthiest electrical manufacturer. It is to our industry what 
United States Steel is to the steel industry: The bellwether of the in- 
dustry, providing leadership in everything from prices to wage 
scales. General Electric sets the pace; other companies follow. 
Therefore, I will deal here primarily with General Electric, for if 
General Electric starts a wage-cutting drive, for example, Westing- 
house is sure to follow; if General Electric initiates a Nation-wide 
campaign against the union shop, other companies in the industry in- 
variably fall into line. 

GE—champion of the “divide and rule” principle. 

For many years the formula of “divide and rule” has been the guid- 
ing principle and the chief motivation of General Electric’s labor- 
relations philosophy. The formula is by no means unique with GE; 
over the years, probably the vast majority of large manufacturing 
firms have employed it with varying success at one time or : another. 
Essentially it is a very simple formula. It prescribes for the em- 
ployer three successive courses of action: First, keep your employees 
disorganized and unorganized, so that they are incapable of concerted 
action. Second, if the employees seem determined on organization, 
encourage multiple organization so that a dozen or more different 
unions of your employees will spend more time and energy in fighting 
each other than fighting for economic gains. Third, if your employees 
finally do form a single large industrial union, encourage internal 
factionalism and division so that again a united front against man- 
agement is made impossible. 

General Electric’s unique contribution to this ancient formula has 
been to utilize communism as the divisive force with far greater suc- 
cess than any other major corporation. 

I am aware that perhaps to the average American and perhaps even 
to the majority of Congressmen it may appear absurdly paradoxical 
that such a towering pillar of capitalism as General Electric would 
encourage communism—<capitalism’s deadly enemy. 

But there is no absurdity in the calculated manner in which GE’s 
encouragement of the Communist United Electrical Workers has paid 
off. UE has been, and still is, worth untold millions of dollars to 


General Electric in money not paid out in wage gains and other con- 
tract improvements. 
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Not to understand how General Electric is capable of promoting 
the Communist-controlled UE is not to understand the nature of 
Communist unionism. Because Communist unionism in the strict 
sense is not unionism at all. A Communist union is first and fore- 
most a political arm of international communism and Soviet foreign 
policy. Only secondarily and remotely is a Communist union a col- 
lective-bargaining instrument dedicated to the economic advancement 
of its members. In Communist unionism all other considerations, in- 
cluding the economic, must give way to political expediency. 

Let us see—concretely—how a corporation’s encouragement of com- 
munism pays off. Or, better yet, let us see how Genet ‘al Electric’s 
encouragement of UE has ine reased General Electric’s profits. 

Early in 1948, General Electric executives foresaw that 1949 would 
be a year in which the company could make a killing at the expense 
of its employees. GE’s labor-relations department studied very 
closely the beginnings of Henry Wallace’s fantastic “third party’ 
venture. GE understood, more clearly than thousands of Americans, 
that Wallace’s Progressive Party was no “third party” but a crea- 
tion of the Communists at the direct instigation of the Kremlin. 

Knowing this, GE also knew it was inevitable that the Communist 
commissars who controlled UE would involve the whole organization 
so deeply in the Wallace campaign that all else would be forgotten. 

That is precisely what occurred. UE’s Communist leadership 
dragged the union helter-skelter into the farcical crusade to elect 
Henry Wallace President of the United States. UE President Albert 
Fitzgerald was hoisted up as national chairman of the Labor Com- 
mittee for Henry Wallace and Glen Taylor. Scores of UE leaders 
throughout the country became candidates for office on Progressive 
Party tickets. . 

UE’s publicity department and propaganda machine stopped grind- 
ing out leaflets on wage demands and grievances and started flooding 
plants and union halls with incessant streams of literature hailing 
Henry Wallace as the new Messiah. Local UE officers, shop stewards, 
and committeemen threw themselves into an endless political orgy of 
mass meetings, rallies, and door-to-door visitations. 

In General Electrie plants from coast to coast, GE plant managers, 
supervisors, and foremen looked the other way as UE leaders dis- 
tributed Wallace leaflets inside the buildings and held political rallies 
at the factory gates. As far as UE was concerned, nothing else existed 
except the Wallace campaign. 

In plant after plant, workers’ grievances piled up and were ignored 
or forgotten. Contract violations by management were spurned by 
UE leaders as too trivial a matter to interrupt their “third party’ 
politicking. 

The election came and passed, but by that time the relations bet ween 
UE and management were in such a mess that nothing in the world 
could straighten them out. Rebellion in UE ranks began to swell and 
explode, partly because of the humiliating Henry Wallace fiasco and 
partly because more than ever it had become obvious that UE was in- 

capable of functioning as a trade-union. 

_ In desperation, UE’s leaders announced that UE would demand a 
fantastic “$500 package” of wage increases and other contract benefits 
from General Electric. Knowing what was going on in their plants, 
General Electric executives literally laughed in UE’s face. 
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Organizationally, UE had lost all semblance of internal cohesion; 
unity among GE workers was disrupted beyond repair, and only a 
handful of employees were capable of believing that UE’s leadership 
was sincere about the “$500 package.” 

The tragic result was that in 1949 UE was unable to force even a 
penny of pay increase from the fabulously profitable General Electric 
Co. In fact, the GE executives, who had guessed right about what 
the Wallace campaign would do to UE, weren't even required to 
change a comma or a semicolon in the UE contract. 

How many millions of dollars in wage increases were saved to Gen- 
eral Electric by UE’s campaign for Henry Wallace cannot be esti- 
mated. But what will never be forgotten by General Electric work- 
ers is that in 1949, while millions of auto workers, steel workers, rubber 
workers, and others were Winning new wage gains, pensions, and addi- 
tional contract improvement, General Electric workers under UE re- 
ceived not a penny more in their pay envelopes. 

There is the overwhelmingly convincing answer to the question 
“How does a capitalist corporation’s encouragement of communism 
pay off?" For General Electric it paid off in millions of dollars in 
1949, and the entire electrical industry took a fresh look at UE’s de- 
hightfully palatable brand of Marxian economics. 

The year 1949 was the year that UE let General Electric escape 
without payment of any kind of wage increase. ‘The year 1949 was 
also the year the IUE-C1IO was born—on November 2, the same day 
that UE was expelled from the CLO. 

Then began a battle between democratic unionism and Communist 
unionism that stirred hundreds of thousands of General Electric 
( mployees. 

GE had to be grateful to UE: or, if it could not be grateful, it 
certainly had to relish the idea of continuing a relationship with 
UE that might once again produce “a 1949” with its larger profits 
and larger executive salaries. 

It was understandable, therefore, even if utterly without moral 
justification, that General Electric would not want to see the Com- 
munist UE destroyed. General Electric could not remain impartial 
in the struggle that exploded between IUE-CIO and UE. It took 
the side of its pocketbook, of profits. 

The forms by which GE manifested its partisanship varied. In 
each case, however, GE partiality was unmistakably apparent. Every 
display of GE’s preference for UE occurred at a critical juncture of 
[UE-CIO’s uphill battle with UE. Indeed, the fact that GE placed 
its pro-UE policy into effect as soon as IUE-C1O first appeared was 
a major factor in preventing IUE-CIO from completely eradicating 
UE from the entire chain. In many locations, UE was enabled to 
withstand IUE-CIO’s tirst assault and then entrench itself, an advan- 
tage that rendered UE’s subsequent defeat much more difficult. — 

The original nucleus of IUE-C1O, it will be remembered, consisted 
of a large number of UE local unions that rallied to the new organi- 
zation as soon as it was chartered. Among these were many locals 
in the GE chain. including the largest and most influential ones at 
Schenectady and Lynn. 

GE acted quickly. On December 15, 1949, it filed with the National 
Labor Relations Board petitions requesting collective-bargaining elec- 
tions in all units represented by UE for which IUE-C1O and its local] 
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unions claimed bargaining rights. (See General Electric Co., 89 
N. L. R. B. 726; 1950). Simultaneously, GE instituted an inter- 
pleader action in the Federal District Court for the Southern Dis- 
trict of New York. (General Electric v. Emspak et al., 94 Supp. 601: 
1950.) The suit was premised on the contention that GE was in 
doubt as to the identity of the local unions that represented its em- 
ployees under the then-existing national agreement. The agreement 
could not have been terminated before March 31, 1950. It called for 
the monthly deduction from wages of union dues and remittance of 
these dues to the appropriate local union that was the bargaining 
agent for the employees who had authorized such payment. GE 
deposited in court the dues deducted in the months of November and 
December 1950, and asked for a determination of the union entitled 
to the funds. It also requested adjudication of its future obligations 
under the unexpired portion of the collective-bargaining contract, 
pledging to deposit in court all check-off moneys as soon as they were 
deducted. 

GE’s action had the immediate result of cutting off the revenue of 
the numerous locals that had affiliated with IUE-C1IO. No sooner was 
this done, however, than GE turned around and entered into an agree- 
ment with UE whereby GE promised to honor new check-off cards 
presented by UE. 

GE even went so far, deliberately and by arrangement with UE, as 
to avoid making the dues deductions on the scheduled date in the 
month of January 1950, deductions which it would have been required 
to deposit in the registry of the Federal court. Postponement of pay- 
ment of the deductions was carefully planned for the purpose of en- 
abling UE to obtain new signed authorization cards and thereby to 
receive the dues collection for January 1950 as well as subsequent 
months. 

This collusive agreement was made applicablé not only to the huge 
UE local 301 in Schenectady, but to many additional UE locals, in- 
cluding local 506, Erie, Pa.: 731, Conneaut, Ohio: 724, Lima. Ohio: 
819, St. Louis, Mo.: 1412, San Francisco, Calif.; 286, Fitchburg, 
Mass. ; 732, Tiffin, Ohio; 204, Taunton, Mass.:; and 704, Bucyrus, Ohio. 

I ae like the subcommittee to see that where this was effected 
the UE was largely successful and the IUE-CIO was not successful 
at that time, with very few exceptions. As an example, even though 
this case was before the National Labor Relations Board, the courts 
were to determine whether the funds that were being filed in escrow, 
would go to the LUE-C10 or to the old local union, now separate from 
the UE, or to remain with the UE. 

Remember that there was a contract with the UE-C1IO. That con- 
tract was still in existence. However, the agency to administer that 
contract had been divided. It was split. There was no longer a UE- 
CIO. There was a UF, which I refer to as “UE-CP,” which they 
refer to as “UE-Independent”; and there was an IUE-CIO. 

Before the judgment could be made, either by a vote conducted by 
the National Labor Relations Board, by the courts, or in some other 
fashion, General Electric went ahead and signed a new collusive 
agreement covering the check-off effective in January 1950 even 
though the contract in question was still operating: even ‘though Gen- 
eral Electric had filed its case with the courts as to who would gain 
possession of the check-off funds collected under the contract. 
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Senator Humpurey. So that they had two actions on at the same 
time: A court action, and an agreement with the UE, over the same 
funds? Is that correct ? 

Mr. Carey. No. They had a court action over the funds to be col- 
lected under the contract. They also had a representation petition 
which GE filed with the National Labor Relations Board. So they 
were trying to determine what organization would administer the 
contract that still had a few months to run. The company, despite 

its case in the court, and before the Labor Board, made a new col- 
lusive arrangement with the UE in Schenectady, Conneaut, Erie, and 
other places. 

Senator Humpnrey. What do you mean by “collusive arrange- 
ment’’? 

Mr. Carry. A collusive arrangement is one where the company and 
the union get into a side-bar arrangement on a subject matter that may 
be already covered by contract or has not been covered before. They 
had no right, under the law, to negotiate a contract until the Govern- 
ment agency had determined who was the bargaining agency. 

So they sat down and negotiated an arrangement “of new check-off 
cards. The company in Schenectady arranged for benches to be set 
up so that these paid agents of the Communist-controlled UE would 
be able to pass out cards—backed by the encouragement, and actual 
participation of company foremen and other supervisory personnel. 
In 1 day, they turned in to the company 10,000 signed check-off cards 
in Scheneet tady; and even with the encouragement of foremen and 
the active participation of the company, 10,000 cards in 1 day is an 

extremely effective job. 

And, I might say, during this process, while this question was 
being considered by the Labor Board and by the courts, L[UE-CIO 
representatives were not permitted to distribute literature in the plant. 
They were not permitted on company property or on company time 
to promote their point of view. This is the fake, phony, impartiality 
in which the company attempted to clothe itself at the time. 

Senator Humpurey. Let me get this clear. This happened after 
the expulsion of UE from the CIO by convention action. Some of 
the UE locals left the old UE organization, and some of these locals 
had contracts for various plants; 1s that right ? 

Mr. Carey. That is correct. 

Senator Humpnrey. Therefore, the company filed representation 
petitions with the NLRB, and the purpose of the representation pro- 
ceedings was to ascertain who was the bargaining agent—right ¢ 

Mr. Carey. Right. 

Senator Humpnrey. Secondly, they instituted court proceeding in 
reference to the funds, to dete rmine to whom check-off dues should be 
paid; is that correct? And while these two actions were going on, one 
in the NLRB and one in the courts, there was a side agreement with 
the UE; and certain representatives of the UE were permitted in some 
plants to work out a new check-off system for the UE coffers, for the 
UE treasury; is that right? 

Mr. Carey. That is correct. And its purpose was to make sure that 
the funds collected, the dues collected, would not go into the court, 
although the company had indicated that they should, but would 
instead be turned over to the UE. 
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Senator Humpnrey. During that same time, the UE locals that had 
split-off and had come into the IUE had been denied their funds, 
because they were held in escrow; is that correct ? 

Mr. Carey. That is correct. And in Schenectady, we asked for the 
same opportunity of signing dues check-off cards, having representa- 
tives in the plant, and promoting loyalty to the IUE. We were denied 
that. In fact, the company advised officers of the UE Local 301 who 
were favorable to the IUE-CIO that they were required to remain 
right on their jobs. It was interesting—very interesting—*impar- 
tiality.” 

We called to the attention of the company’s highest executives the 
unfairness of that arrangement to no avail. 

The history of the period shows that in those plants of General 
Electric where management could not engage in this trickery, and a 
fair vote was taken, the IUE-CIO over whelmingly won. But where 
the trickery oceurred, as in Schenectady and Erie, the UE won. 

Therefore the question validly arises as to whether GE’s position 
could, by any stretch of the imagination, be called impartiality. It 
was and is actually partisanship. Within a few hours after the 
UE-CIO was expelled from the CIO, and the IUE-CIO was char- 
tered, we directed to all corporations in our industry a telegram. 
General Electric was one of the few corporations that contended that 
the telegram which we sent—required under the procedure of the 
Labor Board for recognition as the bargaining agency—had no mean- 
ing. GE would not ‘follow the usual process undertaken by other 
companies, the course of the law. GE Vice President Boulware char- 
acterizes our telegram as something wrong, evil; and then he pro- 
ceeded to make public announcements that, regardless of what was 
done or said, GE was going to continue to deal with the UE until 
their contract is terminated. 

On November 8, 1949, we filed a petition covering General Electric 
requesting an NLRB election covering all of the workers formerly 
covered by UE-CIO contracts. We proposed that the winner of the 
election would be recognized as the collective bargaining agency. 

GE filed a petition for elections on a plant-by-plant basis. We won 
overwhelmingly across the country in the vast majority of GE plants. 
However, if our petition had been acted upon by the Labor Board, 
if the company had followed the same course of having the one elee- 
tion determine certification for all GE plants, UE would not have been 
certified in any of the plants today unless they won subsequent cer- 
tifications subsequently. Unfortunately, General Electric did every- 
thing it possibly could to impede the efforts of these decent democratic 
GE workers to get free from UE control. 

Today, if you take the very same plants for which UE has bargain- 
ing rights, and measure the number of Government contracts that are 
placed in those plants, you will see that here again we confront a 
doubly dangerous form of favoritism. 

In Schenect: idy, the UE representatives were permitted to circulate 
freely through the plant during working hours and, in many in- 
stances by fr aud and coercion, they proc ured several thousand signa: 
tures in 1 day for the new check-off cards. The pattern was dupli- 
cated in other locations. 
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IUE-CIO requested that GE make similar check-off arrangements 
with our international or its local unions. GE flatly refused. We 
had to go strike in General Electric to get our first contract, and we 
did not get the first contract until after the strike was settled in the 
latter part of the year 1950. It indicates, in part, the difference in 
treatment. All of the gains made by the IUE-CIO in its negotia- 
tions with General Electric are immediately applied to the UE—in 
some cases, even when the UE does not have the right to bargain on 
the contract terms. In desperate self-defense the UE signed a 2-year 
contract with GE which has certain periods of reopening. When UE 
now has occasion to reopen its GE contract on wage questions, lo and 
behold,UE’s Communist leaders are handed the benefit of our negoti- 
ations on vacations and other improvements. UE is made a gift of 
the fruit of our negotiations, our economic action. 

I would like some day, sometime, before a committee like this, to 
have Mr. Boulware of GE, the UE representatives, and the IUE-C1O 
representatives, really discuss the whole sordid and scandalous history 
of GE’s favoritism toward the UE. 

Only by prompt application for a restraining order, which was im- 
mediately granted on January 27, 1950, was IUE-CIO able to halt 
GE’s infamous scheme for financing UE while throttling IUE-CIO. 

May I say here, Mr. Chairman, that Mr. Boulware criticizes our 
union for restraining GE from turning over the funds of union mem- 
bers to this Communist Party outfit, the UE. He puts that blast in his 
paper about unions using the courts and seeking restraining orders. 
My name was used in that situation. 

Sure, I use the courts. I will use any democratic means against the 
Communists. But it is important that those means be democratic 
means. We were forced to get an injunction against General Electric 
to prevent them from turning over the union’s funds to the Commu- 
nist Party’s arm, the UE-CP. 

Senator Humrnrey. Is the General Electric unaware of what the 
bishop of the diocese in that area had to say—— 

Mr. Carey. I think General— 

Senator Humrnurey. In your statement a while ago, which is a 
rather strong statement, on page 24 of your testimony, where you said 
that in the May 18, 1950, issue of the Evangelist, official publication 
of the ¢ ‘atholic Dioese of Albany, ms ae there at the end of this 
statement it says: 

* * * most reverend bishop and priests of the diocese of Albany declare 
the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America to be Communist- 
dominated and Communist-controlled. It no longer functions as a free labor 
union, but is merely a tool of the Communist Party and is, therefore, the 
enemy of God and the Catholic Church 

Well, that is part of the supporting evidence, is it not, Mr. Carey ? 
That is the supporting evidence from congressional committees, Sti ite 
committees, from testimony of FBI agents, intelligence officers, et 
cetera’ This is just part of the body of evidence. The GE is aware of 
that; is it not / 

Mr. Carry. Iam certain they are, sir, because if they did not get the 
information from all of these other sources, I made awfully certain 
they got it. I sent it tothem; I talked to them about it. 

They profess to be not responsible. They even claim the Govern- 
ment is Wholly responsible for this. How do they justify it? By say- 
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ing that the Government is the one that ought to do something about it. 

We contend that the Government has a responsibility, too; but its 
responsibility runs to requiring GE to recognize that the ordinary 
safeguards ought to be provided, requiring GE to assume its fair share 
of the responsibility. 

Senator Humrurey. Mr, Carey, we are running a little short on 
time here. What you have here, as I understand, from page 32 on, is 
further documentation of these sorts of incidents; is that correct / 

Mr. Carry. That is correct. 

Senator Humeurey. Such as the Lynn, Mass., case 

Mr. Carey. And there are other examples. We also discuss GE’s 
appeasement of communism in action, and we document that, as well. 

We talk about the recent appeasement of UE and communism by 
General Electric. That, I would consider, Mr. Chairman, rather im- 
portant, and I hope that it will be included in the record, because it 
leads up to a statement made by the IUE-CIO executive board on May 
92-23, 1952. It is entitled, “Resolution on the Irresponsibility of 
General Electric.” It states that—— 

Senator Humrurey. Just to go back, on page 34 you have a sub- 
heading, “GE’s Appeasement of Communism in Action.” This is a 
summary, I understand, of some of your other documentary evidence ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Carry. Yes. si 

Senator Humpnrey. Well, there is no need of reading it. I can 
look it over. 

Mr. Carey. May I read from the bottom of page 34, a couple of 
paragraphs / 

Senator Humpnrey. I want that incorporated into the record, this 
whole portion. 

Mr. Carey. It should be emphasized again that GE’s service to 
communism is not a new, impetuous or erratic development. Rather 
it has been the growth of a completely consistent management policy 
that dates back before the appearance of the LUE-C1O. 

GE’s calculated assistance to communism was growing gradually 
apparent long before the company made it crystal-clear in 1949 
through expensive newspaper advertisements. But the infamous GE 
advertisements of September 29, 1948, put the company on record 
before the world. As the IUE-CIO executive board recently pointed 
out: 

These advertisements were titled “A Plagne On Both Your Houses” and 
damned with equal fervor communism and anticommunism, democratic union- 
ism and totalitarian unionism. These advertisements proclaimed to the public 
that General Electric could see no difference between the enemies of freedom 
and human dignity and their opponents. 

Senator Humpnrey. This is characteristic of the kind of talk that 
some people engage in where there may be a denial of equal justice 
under the law, in such a country as ours, where we have an opportunity 
to complain and revise the law, as compared to a country as the Soviet 
system where you have no opportunity to complain or revise the law. 
I have heard a lot of soft-headed liberals run around and say that 
poor people are denied a good place to live in the United States, and 
denied a good place to live in the Soviet system, and deduce that there 
sno difference. The simple fact is that even though in our country 
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there may be injustices, we have the right to complain, to rectify those 
injustices, that we have the right to fight for equal opportunities in 
employment, and to do it within the spirit of the law, and to change 

the law. The fact of the matter is that in a totalitarian police system 
you not only have not the right, but if you exercise the right you lose 
your head. 

The fellow travelers have consistently used this even as they con- 
demn our own country. Those of us who have tried to fight the battle, 
for example, for fair ‘employment practices, have to go out and point 
out some of the limitations in our own country. We have to point 
out that there are people discriminated against. We fight against 
bigotry and intolerance in our country. Immediately the Commie 
brethren pick it up and use that to show that the whole country is 
filled with injustice and inequity and democracy doesn’t live. Ina 
democracy we have the right to complain about injustice and fight for 
a rectification of injustice. 

Mr. Carry. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to read the two statements, 
the well-considered statements of our general executive board with 
respect to the irresponsibility of this General Electric Co. 

Senator HuMPHRE Y. Is this a recent resolution ? 

Mr. Carry. May 22 and 23, 1952. I might say here that we expect 
trouble in GE this year if there is not some ‘modification of the policies 
of this corporation. It is significant and revealing how some of our 
American newspapers interpret the views of the company. In our 
resolution we cite the New York Herald Tribune of May 20, when it 
accurately reported General Electric’s report on organized labor i in a 
headline which read, “Anti-Red Unions Aid St: alin, GE Asserts.” 

Senator Humrurey. That is a good one. 

Mr. Carey. The headline of the Herald Tribune in this case was an 
accurate statement of what GE had said. Mr. Chairman, there are 
several portions of the balance of my testimony that I would like to 
cover because they deal with the question of what we can do about this 
problem and how to deal with it effectively within the framework of 
our democratic system. 

Senator Humpurey. What was the body of the story in the New 
York Herald Tribune; on what basis did GE assert that the anti-Red 
unions aided Stalin ? 

Mr. Carey. I read that earlier, sir, when I said that we indicated 
our dissatisfaction with a 1 percent wage increase in 1952, offered by 
GE despite the fact that the average GE production worker produces 

$21,000 worth of goods every single year. A few years ago it was 
somewhere near $8,000 worth of goods for the average GE worker, 
and that worker, for ~— ing $21,000 worth of goods, gets $3,500 in 
the course of the year. Wew ant a little increase, and we have a right 
under the contract to negotiate for it. The company offers a piffling 
1 percent increase. It amounts in some instances to less than a 1 per- 
cent increase because they don’t even factor this in their wage in- 
creases under the scientific system. 

IUE-CIO workers turned it down, so Boulware announced that 
we are aiding the Communists by refusing to accept this generous offer 
of the company. 

Senator Humrnrey. Therefore, because there may be an interrup- 
tion of production, you allegedly aid Stalin. 
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Mr. Carey. Yes, sir. And I might say that some of these state- 
ments made by this irresponsible company, like the one that a strike 
in steel would be good for a nation, are wholly vicious. Mr. Boulware 
has contended patriotically that what this country needed was a strike 
in the steel industry. And this man is in charge of labor and public 
relations. 

These wild statements frequently occur in GE’s advertising, and 
I regret that some of the advertising is paid for by the American 
people—full-page advertisements all over the country. I think Con- 
gress certainly should deal with that. I believe the Senator took the 
initiative in proposing a bill of that nature, to prevent General Elec- 
tric and others from using funds that should go into taxes for the 
purpose of promoting this kind of program. The housewife, farmer, 
and small-business man do not receive such largess. 

Senator Humpnrey. My interest wasn’t just in GE. J took a rather 
dim view of tax-deductible political advertising for corporations. 

By the way, I never got more letters on any one thing in my life 
than when I ventured to mention one day that possibly ads by Safe- 
way Stores and McGraw-Hill went beyond what was permissible 
under the interpretations of the Bureau of Internal Revenue on tax- 
deductible advertising. Why, an avalanche just came down upon me. 
They have even had a resolution at the general advertising confer- 
ence. But we will keep right at it. 

Mr. Carey. The I1UE-C1O is convinced it is posing no trick ques- 
tion when it asks whether UE is really a worse security risk to our 
national security than GE. 

Which is the more dangerous, the Communist union or the defense 
contractor who deliberately fosters and perpetuates the Communist 
union ¢ 

Which represents the greater hazard to the Nation, the organization 
that provides the fe rtile ground for espionage and sabotage, or the 
powerful company which is entrusted with vital defense secrets but 
persists in favoring the organization capable of breeding espionage 
and sabotage ¢ 

The IUE-CI1O has a right to ask these questions, but the American 
people and Congress have an even greater right. ‘They have, in fact, 
a profound obligation. 

The accumulated evidence of General Electric’s responsibility for 
the fostering of communism among its own employees illustrates one 
fact of prime importance to this subcommittee in terms of the ques- 
tion it has posed for itself. 

In the hight of this evidence of how an employer has supported 
« Communist-controlled union for its own profit-taking purposes, it 
is clear that any remedy devised to nullify the threat of Communist 
unionism must encompass the defense contractor as well as the col- 
lective-bargaining agent for his employees. 

Senator Humpurey. You want all of these resolutions incorporated ? 

Mr. Carey. Yes, sir; all of them. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Carey, it is getting very late and I am 
afraid I will have to cone a unless you have some further statement. 

Mr. Carey. I do have a statement of our proposed solution to this 
problem. 

Senator Humrnrey. What we are going to have to do here is to 
extend these hearings, Mr. Carey. I understand Mr. Sigal also wants 
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to testify on some legal aspects and also I want to ask you some 
questions in reference to your communications as to what procedures 
we mights follow. I can’t do that today, very candidly. I have some 
obligations that I have to take care of. I have to be some place else at 
o'clock, and I am going to go to Connecticut this afternoon. 

Mr. Nelson, you are going to testify for us, too. You have been a 
most patient man this morning. But IT think what we will have to do 
is tocome back on Monday. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Carey, I was just discussing this with 
Mr. Barbash, the director of the staff, and Mr. Kampelman, my leg- 
islative counsel, and we will have Mr. Haywood, Allen Haywood, of 
the CLO, with us on Tuesday. Mr. Haywood has been under some 
pressure because he has to go to Europe. We would like to get his 
testimony before he leaves. While I regret that we have to inter- 
rupt your testimony, we are going to have to set it off for a few more 
days. We will try to complete the testimony next week if we pos- 
sibly can. 

Mr. Sieav. I will be available at the convenience of the commit- 
tee, because this is an important question. What we do is of prime 
importance to all of us. 

Senator Humpnrey. You have completed your statement this 
morning, Mr. Carey / 

Mr. Carry. Except for the last page which deals with the IUE-CIO 
proposals for the solution of this problem. They will be covered in 
detail by our chief counsel, Ben Sigal. On page 37 of our testimony 
we introduce that subject. 

Senator Humpurey. Why don’t you read that part ¢ 

Mr. Carey. Suppose we just incorporate that into the record. 

Senator Humpnrey. The reason I asked for that is that you have 
released this to the press and undoubtedly they have made some note 
about your proposals and I think we ought to finish this as part of 
our testimony this morning. In substance, this is the proposal that 
you brought to our attention, Mr. Sigal, earlier, by word of mouth 
and by letter. 

Mr. Sican. Somewhat modified. 

Senator Humpurey. Just go ahead and read that, Mr. Carey. 
would want to hear it again. 

Mr. Carry. Out of our long, intimate knowledge of the problem of 
Communist-dominated unions and out of years of thoughtful con- 
sideration of various remedies, the IUE-CIO is ready to make a ree- 
ommendation which we feel is both practical and at the same time 
carefully protective of labor’s cherished rights and liberties. 

This proposal has been drafted by our international union’s legal 
department headed by General ¢ ‘ounsel Benjamin C. Sigal. After I 
have concluded my testimony Mr. Sigal will discuss with you the 
legal and procedural aspects of the plan. 

The Munitions Board is the agency within the Department of 
Defense through which defense contracts are handled. It is the 
agency responsible for making and policing security regulations in 
connection with defense work. It is the agency ultimately respon- 
sible for preventing subversive individuals from working directly 
on Classified work. Logically, it is the agency which should exercise 
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the responsibility of dealing with Communist leadership which con- 
trols the unions working on defense contracts. 

A tripartite committee should be set up within the Munitions Board, 
consisting of represent: itives of the procurement agencies, employers, 
and labor. If a union representing the employees of a present or 

prospective contractor is suspected, after investigation by representa- 
tives of the Munitions Board, of being Communist-dominated, the 
matter should be submitted to the tripartite committee. The com- 
mittee could act, also, on its own motion. If a majority of the com- 
mittee, after a hearing, finds that the charge of Communist domina- 
tion is not warranted, the Munitions Board will drop the matter. If 

t\ majority of the committee finds that the allegations are substanti- 
ated, the Munitions Board will take one of two courses, based on pro- 
visions which it will place in its security regulations and in all pro- 
curement contracts executed by contractors with the military depart 
ments: ( 1) In the case of a prospective contractor, refuse to olive him 
a contract; (2) in the case of a contractor already performing a con- 
tract, cancel his contract unless there are no other manufacturing 
facilities available for the items involved. In the latter event, a pro- 
vision should be placed in contract on the basis of which the con- 
tractor may be enjoined from continuing to deal with the Communist- 
dominated organization. 

Senator Humrurey. It is to this proposal that Mr. Sigal will direct 
his remarks at the resumption of our hearings. 

Mr. Carey. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Sigal, I further want to ask you if you 
will examine the testimony of our witness, Nelson Frank, on Wednes- 
day of this week, and if you will go over that and give us the benefit 
of your advice and counsel on the matter of the Taft-Hartle ‘Vy non 
Communist affidavit and whether or not you have any idea or opin- 
ions as to whether or not we might be able to prope rly enforce it, or 
to make it more meaningful as an instrumentality for checking Com- 
munist infiltration and Cansmaial domination of ce _ trade- 
unions. Iam very interested in that particular aspect of it. I would 
like to get your advice on it. 

Mr. Steau. I will be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpnurey. Mr. Carey and Mr. ‘Sigal your testimony has 
centered around the UE and General Electric. The procedure of this 
committee has been and will continue to be one of insuring fair play. 
Both organizations will have a chance to appear and make whatever 
comment they wish. We are not at this time interested in trying to 
settle any difficulties. organizationally, with GE. We are interested 
in the prob Jem, as you know, of the subject matter of Communist 
infiltration in the trade-unions and what can be done about it. There- 
fore, I think not only should we extend them the privilege of testify- 
Ing, but I shall see that they do because you have made ~ome rather 
serious charges, I think, that we ought to explore. 

Mr. Carry. I hope that they will accept voluntarily an invitation 
tO appear before this subcommittee because of the seriousness of the 
charges, and I hope that they will be urged. 

Senator Humpurey. I understand that they have accepted. 

Mr. Carey, we will include your statement and other material sub- 
mitted by you in the record at this point, 

(The statement and other material follows:) 
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TESTIMONY OF JAMES B. Carey, SECRETARY-TREASURER, CIO, AND PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE WorKERS-CIO 


My name is James B. Carey. I have been secretary of the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations for 14 years and secretary-treasurer of the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations for 9 years. Since 1950 I have been president of 
the International Union of Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers-CloO. I 
have served and still serve on numerous official and semiofficial Government 
bodies, and I have traveled abroad on assignments dealing with international 
labor affairs and governmental programs. 

The announced purpose of these hearings by the Subcommittee on Labor 
and Labor-Management Relations is to explore possible answers to the ques- 
tion: “What sort of public policy ought we to adopt to deal with the problem 
of Communist-dominated unions?” 

We agree, at the outset, with the fact implied in the subcommittee’s ques- 
tion: That Communist-dominated unions do constitute a problem. They be- 
come a major problem, moreover, when they function in defense industries 
and in any field of production where their leaders or agents have access—directly 
or indirectly—to classified information. 

Communist-dominated unions become an even more urgent problem during 
a time of international tension such as this. Whatever our viewpoint—labor 
or big business, liberal or reactionary—we are all forced to acknowledge that 
our world is living, day to day, on the brink of chaos. No one knows what small 
or large event, what accident or purposeful deed can precipitate—overnight—the 
most devastating world war of history. 

Hand in hand with this knowledge goes another fateful certainty. If the 
United States was truly “the arsenal of democracy” during World War II, to a 
far truer extent must it become the “arsenal of freedom” during any new con- 
flict. More surely than in 1989-45 will the nontotalitarian world depend upon 
American defense production, American military power, American inventiveness 
and scientific pioneering. 

This being true, the existence of Communist-dominated unions confronts us 
with two sinister hazards to our national security and to our Nation’s function 
as an arsenal of freedom: 

1. The hazard of political strikes designed to interrupt critical defense 
production or transportation ; 

2. The hazard of espionage and sabotage—the witting or unwitting be- 
trayal of military secrets or production information—and the deliberate 
effort to halt or destroy vital defense production. 

There is no element of fiction or hysteria in either of these two hazards. Both 
have occurred and have been documented in the recent American past; both are 
more likely to occur in the future because of the nature of the totalitarian enemy. 

Before proceeding with my presentation I would like, at the outset, to com- 
ment on the organized campaign of falsehood and vilification directed in recent 
months at anti-Communist labor leaders, like myself, and at this subcommittee. 
This campaign, created and cultivated by the Communist Party and by the 
Communist-controlled unions this subcommittee seeks to study, has completely 
misrepresented both this subcommittee and labor leaders who have answered 
the subcommittee’s questionnaire of November 1951. (I will have more to say 
on this subject later in my testimony. ) 

I mention this campaign now because I want it made utterly clear that there 
is absolutely no difference of opinion between CIO President Philip Murray and 
myself on this question of Communist-dominated unions. Nor is there any dif- 
ference whatever between the position of the International Union of Electrical, 
Radio, and Machine Workers-CIO and the National CIO in this matter. So that 
there can be no misunderstanding of this, I want the record to show that I per- 
sonally and the IUE-CIO both fully endorse the following statement made by 
President Murray in his letter of January 9, 1952, to Senator Humphrey: 

“It is the position of the C1O that legislation in this field is both unnecessary 
and unwise. As a basic philosophy, we in the CIO believe that the right of 
American workers to choose their own collective bargaining representatives is 
as fundamental to our democratic way of life as the right to speak, to worship, 
and to assemble freely with one’s fellowmen. Encroachments upon this funda- 
mental right to choose collective bargaining representatives should never be 
undertaken except after a showing that such encroachments are vitally necessary 
to our national safety. We do not believe any such showing has been made.” 
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This, I repeat, is my position and the position of the IUE-CIO. Moreover, I 
made this clear in my reply of November 29, 1951, to the subcommittee’s ques- 
tionnaire. In that letter I declared: “There is, at the present time certainly, 
no ‘effective legislative approach to the problem of Communist-dominated 
unions,’”’ and again, quoting from my letter, “I am not inclined to believe that 
new and specific Federal legislation is needed (certainly not at present) to deal 
with the problem of Communist-controlled unions.” I believe no further ampli- 
fication of our mutual agreement is needed. 


1. THE ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE INDUSTRY 


My testimony, for reasons that will become apparent, will be primarily cor 
cerned with the electrical, radio, and machine industry, and the unions in that 
industry. There are, however, three controlling reasons for this selection : 

First, the electrical, radio, and machine industry is generally acknowledged to 
be the most critically important and sensitive field of defense and military 
production. 

Second, the electrical, radio, and machine industry is infested with the largest, 
most resourceful, and most dangerous Communist-controlled union in the United 
States. 

Third, my testimony will center on this industry because I have had intimate 
day-to-day knowledge of it, as a worker and as a union leader, for more than 23 
years. 

A. The sensitiveness of the industry 

The fact that the electrical, radio, and machine industry is the most sensitive 
of all defense production fields is easily verified by a quick glance at some of 
its military products. They include: motors and essential equipment for jet 
planes; guided missiles; radar; complex control systems for planes, tanks, 
and submarines; multiple types of communications and signal equipment; and 
atomic energy machinery. 

We find further verification of this industry’s ultra-sensitiveness—from the 
standpoint of national defense—in the statements of Government officials, in- 
cluding that of John Small, Chairman of the Munitions Board, before your sub 
committee on March 17 of this year. Mr. Small spoke first of Communist union- 
ism in the vitally important longshore and communications industries and then 
testified that the “situation with which the Department of Defense is most inti- 
mately concerned” is the problem of Communist unionism “in the strategically 
important field of electronics.” 

Four years ago another subcommittee of the United States Congress, after 
studying the problems of this industry, declared that the electrical industry 
is “one of the Nation’s most strategic industries.’”’ There should be no need 
to point out that, in terms of military defense, nothing approaches in climatic 
importance the development of atomic energy devices and weapons. 

B. The industry's size 

The electrical, radio, and machine industry represents one of the world’s 
greatest concentrations of defense production. Through November 1951, approxi- 
mately $7,000,000,000 worth of defense allocations have been assigned to elec- 
tronics, of which $3,000,000,000 will be in electronics equipment. 

One company alone in this industry, General Electric, received nearly $977,- 
000,000 in defense contracts in the 18-month period between July 1950 and 
December 1951. In addition, General Electric has received letters of intent 
valued at approximately $1,500,000,000. 

Last December General Electric ranked fifth on the list of the Nation’s 100 
largest corporations in terms of the value of defense contracts. 

C. The industry’s geographic vulnerability 

No major industry in the United States is as widely dispersed as the electrical, 
radio, and machine industry. Unlike the concentrations in auto and steel, this 
industry spreads throughout the country, north, south, east, and west. The 
significance of this lies in the greater problems which widespread dispersal 
presents to the institution of uniform security measures. Precautions concern- 
ing secret production data and classified information become more difficult also 
when it is realized that production workers alone number hundreds of thousands 
in this industry. 
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2. THE EVIDENCE THAT UE IS A MENACE TO OUR NATIONAL SECURITY 


Never in the history of the American labor movement has Communist control 
of a union been so fully documented, so completely verified and detailed as in 
the case of the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers. 

The evidence, however, has been so enormous in quantity and has come from 
such a vast variety of sources that it has not yet been compiled into the large 
volume that it will require. I can tell the subcommittee, however, that this 
compilation has been undertaken. 

This section of my testimony will review some of the sources of the proof 
that UE is Communist-dominated and will examine the nature of the proof. 

Let me say, first, that no organization nor any group of individuals are better 
qualified to evaluate UE than those affiliated with the International Union of 
Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers, ClO, There are two reasons why this 
is true: 

One, the IUE-CIO comprises, to a large extent, Workers who were held captive 
by the UE for many years, who consistently fought UE’s Communist leadership 
from within and finally in 1949 and 1950 succeeded in leading the majority of 
electrical workers out of the UE and into the newly chartered IUE-CIO, These 
people, therefore, know UE from the inside; they are intimately familiar with 
UE’s policies, programs, and personalities. 

Two, for nearly 244 years now the IUE-CIO and its members have met UE 
and the Communist Party on almost every conceivable battleground. We have 
fought UE in organizing campaigns, in elections, in mass meetings, in NLRB 
hearings. We have fought UE in both local and Federal courts, in governmental 
agencies, in congressional committees. We have experienced UE’s smear cam- 
paigns, libel, and falsifications in the tradition of the “big lie’ theory. Our 
members and leaders have been terrorized and assaulted by UE goon squads and 
left with broken, bloody heads near plant gates and on public thoroughfares. 
Therefore, there can be no question concerning the first-hand knowledge our 
union and its members have of UE—from its policies to its practices, from its 
theoretical guideposts to its goon squads. 

A. UE—The Communist Party's greatest achievement 

For more than a decade the United Electrical Workers has been—both numeri- 
cally and financially—the most substantial Communist-controlled union in the 
United States. 

UE has been the Communist Party’s pride and joy, because never in American 
labor history has the Communist Party succeeded, as it did with UE, in capturing 
a union with a membership of more than 100,000. UE’s peak membership of more 
than a half-million (in 1948) and its $2,400,000 in assets (in 1949) were, there- 
fore, the greatest prizes that communism in this country has ever been able to 
exhibit. 

sut UE’s value to the Communist Party has far transcended the mere advan 
tages—important as they have been—of controlling UE’s leaders and UE’s assets 
In UE the Communist Party has had a potent instrument of prestige with which 
to influence other unions. Likewise, UE’s vast treasury served as an in- 
exhaustible source of funds for the party, for countless Communist fronts, and 
also for other left-wing unions. It is significant that with the decline of UF, 
the decline of other left-wing unions has been accelerated. For many years the 
numerical and financial power of UE placed it at the center of an orbit through 
which other Communist-led unions circled almost as satellites. From UE they 
drew their totalitarian courage and program. 

That is the reason, as I have already told this subcommittee, that we view 
the UE as far more than a problem in itself. Because of its size and resources 
the UE has been both a source of funds and an ideological rallying point for other 
Communist groups. Countless hundreds of thousands of dollars in UE funds 
have been poured into other left-wing unoins and directly into Communist fronts. 

There is still another and perhaps more critical aspect of communism’s control 
of the UE. The United Electrical Workers was Soviet Russsia’s great hope 
for a mass base in the American labor movement—a mass base that could serve 
the purposes of the Kremlin’s foreign policy and possibly weaken the America 
Government's resistance to that policy. Last but not least, as we have pointed 
out, UE offered the Kremlin's espionage and sabotage agencies a potential access 
to classified and secret weapon production up to and including atomie develop- 
ments, 

Let us first summarize the sources of evidence that establish UE as Communist- 
controlled, and then indicate the nature of the evidence 
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B. Who says UE is Communist-controlled ? 
. Committees of the United States Congress. 
2. Committees of State legislatures and other State investigative bodies. 
. UE’s own publications and the Communist Daily Worker. 
4. The National CIO. 
Former UE and Communist Party leaders. 
The Atomic Energy Commission. 
Members of Congress and Government Officials. 
Religious leaders. 

9. Officials of veterans’ and patriotic organizations. 

10. Numerous newspapers and magazines. 

1. Communist control of UE as seen by congressional committees.—Over the 
years UE has been the subject of a series of investigations by congressional 
committees. Not one committee has ever been able to give UE a clean political 
bill of health. On the contrary, all congressional investigations—to the extent 
that they penetrated into UE—ascertained to varying extents that both UE’s 
policies and personnel are permeated with communism. Congressional hearings 
have recorded sworn testimony on the Communist histories of literally hun 
dreds of UE national, district, and local leaders 

The total mass of this testimony is overwhelming. It cannot be discounted 
or discredited by attributing it, as the Communist press attempts, to ‘“dis- 
gruntled former radicals,” “renegades,” or “traitors to the working class.” A 
large volume of the testimony on UE’s subservience to the Communist Party has 
come from persons who were never Communists nor even fellow travelers. 
Many of them were, and still are, god liberals and good democratie trade-union- 
ists. They were not professional “Red baiters’; they were not head-line seek- 
ers; they had nothing to gain except the gain that comes from the strengthening 
of democratie unionism and other democratic institutions. 

The mass of this congressional evidence weighs inescapably toward the con- 
clusions reached by a subcommittee of the United States House of Representa- 
tives’ Committee on Eudcation and Labor in 1948. After a more comprehen- 
sive study of UE than had been previously undertaken this subcommittee 
declared : 

“The Communist Party has gained a strong foothold in one of the Nation's 
most strategic industries: The electrical industry. It dominates the largest 
labor union in that industry: The United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers 
of America. 

“It has seized control of its national office, the executive board, the paid staff, 
the union newspapers, and a number of its district councils and locals.” 

+ » * * * * * 


“The hold of the Communists on America’s electrical industry is the hold of 
Soviet Russia. It is communism in action—now. It is not an historical danger ; 
it is a present danger.” 

- * * * * * x 

Among other findings of the 1948 subcommittee of the House Labor Committee 
was also the following conclusion which has been verified so frequently as to 
be beyond dispute: 

“The overwhelming evidence at the hearings was that the following inter- 
national officers of the UE were, at the times stated therein, either members of 
the Communist Party or under its control: James J. Matles, national organizer ; 
Julius Emspak, secretary and treasurer; and Russ Nixon, Washington legislative 
representative. It further showed that the international president, Albert Fitz- 
gerald, collaborated with the other international officers in maintaining the sub- 
stantial control of the Communist Party over the policy of the union. The 
evidence also showed that a considerable number of official positions are occupied 
by members of the Communist Party in locals of the UE-CIO throughout the 
country.” 

To repeat: These conclusions are founded on such huge quantities of evidence 
compiled by congressional and noncongressional groups that they cannot be 
challenged—and have not been challenged—effectively. 

Such findings are not invalidated, it should he added, because a number of 
anti-Communist union leaders, including myself, disagreed with the subcom- 
mittee’s final recommendations for remedial legislation, none of which has 
ever beén enacted. 

I should like, in concluding this section on congressional opinion of UE, to 
observe that the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Humphrey, referred 
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to UE as “Communist-dominated” in his introduction to part II of the subcom- 
mittee’s report. 

2. Communism in UE as seen by committees of State legislatures.—For the 
same reason that UB has been subjected to more congressional investigations 
than have ever involved any other American union, UE has also been scrutinized 
for its Communist character by numerous committees of State legislatures and 
other State investigative bodies. 

The scope of this testimony obviously will not permit a recountal of the work 
of these committees, so I will cite only the most recent of such State investiga- 
tions as typical of virtually all previous ones. 

First, however, it is significant that the total effect of all State investigations 
of UE has been the same as the total effect of the congressional inquiries. Not 
once i > 1e past decade has UE been vindicated of the charge of Communist con- 
trol. On the contrary—to greater or lesser degree—these State investigations 
have found UE’s leadership and UE’s policies shot through with Communist 
influence. 

Early this year the Ohio Un-American Activities Commission, an investigative 
body duly constituted by the Ohio State Legislature, held a lengthy and pene- 
trating series of hearings. Much of the Commission's investigation centered 
on the UE in Ohio where the Communist Party has for many years maintained an 
extraordinary, paralyzing grip on UE. Parenthetically, I should like to remark 
that I have the transcript of all testimony regarding UE before this Commission 
and I am persuaded that the Commission has conducted its hearings with an 
admirable amount of fairness and a lively concern for the civil rights and con- 
stitutional protections afforded witnesses, 

Week after week witness after witness appeared before the Ohio Un-American 
Activities Commission and testified under oath concerning the Communist Party’s 
dictatorial control over the leadership and activities of the Ohio UE. 

Some of the witnesses were former UE leaders; some were former Communist 
Party functionaries assigned to work within UE. One was a highly placed Com- 
munist official who spent 18 years in numerous trusted Communist union posts. 
Another was a UE officer who never was a Communist but nevertheless spent 6 
years in the Communist Party at the request of the Department of Justice. 

Time and again the sworn testimony reveals that the UE in Ohio was not 
simply infiltrated with Communists; it was utterly dominated by them. Time 
and again the testimony reveals that UE members were recruited into the Com- 
munist Party by UE State officers, who were not just Communist Party members 
but party commissars in their own right. 

Time and again the testimony proves that Ohio UE leaders took their instruc- 
tions and orders directly from Ohio Communist leaders. Time and again the 
testimony discloses that the policies and program of the Ohio UE were quickly 
and autocratically altered to conform with changes in the Communist Party 
line. 

Repeatedly the testimony establishes that the UE in Ohio served as a constant 
transmission belt for the recruiting of new members into the Communist Party. 
Over and over again the testimony indicates how UE funds were funnelled into 
the Communist Party, into Communist fronts, into a score of political activities 
that were not only remote from genuine unionism but inimical to the very prin- 
ciples and practices of democratic unionism. 

The picture of UE in Ohio—a highly important industrialized State with many 
millions of dollars in defense contracts—adds up to a picture of a labor or- 
ganization completely corrupted and perverted by totalitarian communism. 

It should be noted, too, that the testimony on UE before the Ohio Un-American 
Activities Commission has been frequently corroborated by testimony on the UE 
in Ohio before congressional committees and before the Subversive Activities 
Control Board here in Washington. Here again, in the case of the Ohio UB, the 
evidence has never been effectively challenged either in a court of law or in the 
arena of public opinion. 

The IUE-CIO in Ohio has repeatedly and publicly charged that at least 30 UE 
leaders in that State are Communists. Never once has 1 of these 3) or more 
UE leaders, nor the UE itself, made a serious effort to refute the charges. On 
March 9, 1952, from the stage of a public high school in Ashtabula, Ohio, I cited 
by name 30 UE leaders as Communists. I gave details of their Communist 
Party records and in front of the audience signed an affidavit detailing my charges 
that these UE leaders were Communists and inviting them to challenge the 
affidavit in any Federal, State, or local court. Neither the charges nor the 
affidavit have ever been questioned. 
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The disclosures of the Ohio Un-American Activities Commission on the Com- 
munist corruption of UE have, as I stated previously, been duplicated by official 
investigative bodies of other State legislatures. The indictments still stand— 
just as the indictment still stands in Ohio. 

3. Communism in UE as seen in UE’s own publications and the Daily Worker.— 
In many ways perhaps the most convincing proof of the Communist character 
of any organization is the fidelity of its policies and activities to programs of the 
Communist Party and the international Communist movement. 

The degree of such fidelity over a period of years can provide a more accurate 
test of an organization’s Communist character than even the Communist loyalties 
of its leadership. 

Judged by this objective criterion, UE must without any reservation be de- 
clared a Communist-controlled organization. 

How can we judge the “degree of fidelity” to communism’s program and pur- 
pose? By two standards: First, the extent to which an organization consistently 
reflects—both in action and in expression—the Communist Party line; second 
the failure of an organization to deviate, either in actions or expression, from the 
Communist Party line and the failure ever to find points of disagreement with 
the current Communist program. 

By both standards UE must conclusively be declared a Communist-dominated 
organization. 

For more than 11 years the UK, in program and activities, has without devia- 
tion followed the line prescribed by the American Communist Party and by 
Soviet foreign policy. 

lor more than 11 years the UE has been unable to find a single point of dis 
agreement with the policies of either the American Communist Party or the 
Kremlin. 

For more than 11 years the UE has quickly adjusted and reconciled itself to 
the violent twists and reversals of the Kremlin program. Whether the Krem- 
lin’s Somesault involved war or peace, democracy or totalitarianism, mass star- 
vation or aid to war-devastated nations, each time UE has exactly duplicated 
the Kremlin's somesautl. 

(o paraphrase an old trade-union joke: “When Stalin’s nose itches, UE 
sneezes.” 

The subcommittee has printed in its recent report, known as part III, a 
condensed history title “Ten Years of Communist Control of UE.” This care 
fully documented compilation by the IUE-CIO traces, in parallel columns, the 
changes and turns in the Communist Party line and in the UE line from 1939 
through 1949. To a large extent it is recorded from two basic sources: the 
union's Official newspaper, the UE News, and from the Communist Daily Warker. 

This history is a damning indictment of UE for it proves that during those 
crucial years, before, during, and after the war, UE’s position shifted and 
adjusted with every shift of the Kremlin’s line. 

UE’s position was identical with the Kremlin’s position toward Hitlerism 
up to the very day that Hitler invaded Russia. When the Kremlin was isola- 
tionist, UE was isolationist. When the Kremlin was interventionist, UE was 
interventionist. So it went throughout the war. When the postwar period 
saw another violent reversal by the Kremlin, the UE also reversed. On the 
Marshall plan to aid stricken Europe and on Henry Wallace's fantastic third 
party venture—on these and on all other postwar developments, the Com- 
munist Party line quickly became the UE line. 

As I have said, the historical comparison titled “Ten Years of Communist 
Control of UE,” which this subcommittee has printed as part of its report, 
covered the years from 1939 through 1949, 

We have now brought that historical summary up to date, covering the last 
6 years. I ask permission of the subcommittee to have this document appear 
in the record at the conclusion of my testimony. 

Here again, during these last 214 years, UEF’s policies and practices have 
exactly duplicated those of the American Communist Party and the Kremlin 

On the Korean war, UE’s policy became the same as the Communist Party's. 

On the Stockholm peace petition, UE’s policy became the same as the Com- 
munist Party's. 

On point 4 of President Truman’s program, UE’s policy became the same 
as the Communist Party's. 

Even on the question of this subcommittee, the Communist Party’s smear 
attacks have now been joined by UE’s smear attacks. 

These parallelisms, these identities, actually, are not merely a matter of 
excerpts from the UE News and the Daily Worker. 


1 
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Exactly the same identities of policy and purpose between the UE and 
the Communist Party are found in all ‘UE convention proceedings, in the 
meetings of the UE executive board, in the proceedings of UE district coun- 
cils, in UE pamphlets, leaflets, movies and radio programs, and in the magazine 
articles that UE officials write for American and foreign magazines. 

But let me emphasize again that there are two facets to this test of fidelity 
to communism, Just as important as what an organization does is what it does 
not do. 

Never once in the past 12 years has the UE leadership, a UE convention, or a 
UB executive board expressed the slightest criticism of the American Communist 
Party. 

Never once has UE disagreed with the aggressive policy of Soviet imperialism. 

Never once has UE taken issue with the Kremlin’s foreign policy. 

Never once has UE endorsed any efforts of the United States Government to 
halt the expansion of communism throughout the world. 

Never once has UE condemned the Russian invasion of Finland, the Red 
conquest of China, Soviet aid to the North Koreans, or the transformation of 
Baltic and Balkan countries into Russian satellites. 

Never once has UE found words of censure for Russia's enormous slave labor 
system, for mass trials and wholesale political murder, for the forced migrations 
of millions in southeastern Europe and Asia, and the destruction of all civil 
rights for millions of others. 

In summary, by any conceivable tests of policies, programs, and practices, the 
UE is now and has been for the past 12 vears a political arm of the American 
Communist Party and Soviet foreign policy. 

,. Communism in UE as seen by the National CIO.—‘*We can no longer 
tolerate within the family of CIO the Communist Party masquerading as a 
labor union.” 

Thus began resolution 58, entitled “On the Expulsion of the UE,” placed before 
the eleventh constitutional convention of the CIO in Cleveland, November 2, 
1949. Five hours later UE was no longer in “the family of CIO.” In fact, it was 
no longer, in a strict sense, in the American labor movement. By an overwhelm- 
ing vote of the CIO convention, UE became a self-disgraced outcast. 

This subcommittee has already placed on record, in part II of its report, the 
full text of the resolution by which the UE was driven out of the CIO. In ad- 
dition, the same subcommittee report carries the full text of the CIO conven- 
tion’s discussion of the resolution. These two documents detail the CIO's evi- 
dence that UE is Communist-controlled. Therefore, I need not elaborate on the 
convention’s action. 

I will add only this: In the 2% years since the C1IO’s expulsion of the UE, 
CIO leaders and CIO members have found increasing reason to justify the action 
of November 2, 1949. For UE’s adherence to the program and policies of in 
ternational communism has intensified rather than diminished. More than ever 
before UFR’s leaders have become captives of the Communist Party. 

Today the UE’s attack on the CIO and the Communist Party’s attack on the 
CIO are for the same reasons, for the same purposes, and are launched at the 
same time. The CIO’s defense of American foreign policy, its support of the 
Government's foreign air program, and its backing of the United Nations action 
in Koren—these CIO positions are the basic reason for the combined hate cam 
paign directed at the CIO by the UE and the Kremlin. 

5. Communism in UE as seen by former UE and former Communist Party 
leaders.—During the past 10 years literally hundreds of former Communists in 
UE have become sickened with the totalitarian content of both organizations and 
have returned to democratic unionism. Many of these were highly placed UF 
officers who were also Communist functionaries. Many others were rank-and 
file UE members who were recruited into the Communist Party by their UE 
leaders. 

More than 200 of these former UE Communists, according to our estimate, 
have testified before congressional committees and before official investigative 
bodies of various State legislatures. 

We in the IUE-CIO are intimately familiar with all this testimony; we have 
weighed it and evaluated it. 

But we in the IUE-CIO also have another tremendously fertile source of infor- 
mation about communism in UE that has not been available to congressional 
committees or to the committees of the State legislatures. 

This source lies in the previously mentioned fact that the IUE-CIO was, to a 
large extent, born out of a rank-and-file rebellion within the UE itself. The 
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IUE-CIO was probably the first union in American history that had at the 
moment of its birth approximately 100,000 members. 

It was inevitable that among these thousands there should be many former 
UE members who were also members of the Communist Party. It is from these 
people, who have never had occasion to offer testimony, that the IUE-CIO has 
obtained much of its exclusive information on the extent of Communist power 
in UE. 

The picture of UE as drawn by both these groups of former UE Communists can 
be summarized as follows: 

1. The great bulk of UE’s leadership on both national and district levels have 
heen Communist Party members. The non-Communist in either a national or 
district UE office, who was not willing to take his orders from Communists or 
who objected to Communist operation of the UE, was and still is an extreme 
rarity. 

» The vast majority of UE’s huge staff of field organizers and international 
representatives have been Communist Party members or so amenable to Com- 
munist Party discipline that actual party membership was unnecessary. 

3. The selection of national, district, and local UE officers is based almost 
entirely on their “political responsibility” as Communists and their willingness 
to accept Communist discipline. 

4. Throughout its entire structure, UE has been used by the Communist Party 
as a “transmission belt” to party membership. 

5. Official instructions on UE policies, strategy, and tactics are conveyed to 
UE districts and locals directly from Communist Party leaders who may or may 
not be Communist functionaries within UE. 

6. Any conflict in UE between trade-union interests and the interests of the 
Communist Party must always be resolved in favor of the party, even though 
this may work to the injury of UE and its members. 

7. UE must always be ready to lend its name, membership lists, and funds to 
any new Communist front which the party decides must have UE support. Such 
was the case with the Henry Wallace third party. 

S. Internal democracy and rank-and-file control are concepts to be disregarded 
or ruthlessly stamped out the moment they threaten Communist dictatorship over 
policies and actions. For example, UE President Albert Fitzgerald was expelled 
from his own local in 1949—before the IUE-CIO was born—because he deliberately 
violated instructions handed him by referendum vote of the membership to vote 
for anti-Communist policies at the 1949 UE convention. 

% Even when no UE convention action or executive board action exists to the 
contrary, UE locals are not permitted to take a position on anything that might 
offend the Communist Party. The history of UE over the past decade is dotted 
with instances of UE locals being purged, seized, or dissolved because they dared 
pass a resolution condemning such Soviet actions as the Berlin blockade or the 
Communist invasion of South Korea 

These are the basic outlines of UE’s portrait, as drawn from public testimony 
and from the evidence given to IUE-CIO privately by former UE Communists. 

[It would be manifestly impossible, within the limits of this testimony, to give 
even a limited cross section of the volumes of sworn testimony on UE by former 
Communists. I would like, instead, to cite very briefly four recent examples of 
testimony that are typical of hundreds of other instances. 

The first is a man who was a UE officer and a member of the Communist 
Party for 8S years up to the moment that he appeared as a witness before the 
Subversive Activities Control Board here in Washington. 

The second is a former UE officer and Communist Party functionary who has 
never testified before any congressional or State investigative Committee or any 
group such as the Subversive Activities Control Board. 

The third is a man who for 18 years was an American Communist Party mem- 
ber and a Moscow-trained Communist leader in the trade-union field who testi 
fied before the Ohio Un-American Activities Commission 

The fourth is a man who was never a member of UE but observed at first hand 
the Communist Party’s manipulation of UE for espionage purposes during 7 years 
he spent in the Communist Party of New England for the United States Depart 
ment of Justice. 

(1) John Edward Janowitz.—For 13 yvears—from 1939 to early 1952—John E 
Janowitz was a member of UE Local 715 at the Reliance Electric Co., Cleveland, 
Ohio, At various times he served as president of the UE local and as chairman 
if the negotiating committee. 

In 1942 Henry Fiering, one of the most notorious Communists on UE’s national 
payroll, offered Janowitz a position as a UE international representative.  Al- 
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though reluctant, Janowitz accepted the job, at the suggestion of the FBI, and 
went on the national UE payroll for a year. In his testimony before the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board, Janowitz recalled, “After being on the staff 
about 2 or 3 months, there was some discussion in the UE office—that is, the 
district office—about the Communist Party, and at this discussion it always 
seemed that Russia could do no wrong and Stalin could never do wrong. Then 
there was discussion, ‘Why don’t you join the party and find out what it is?” 

Present at this discussion, at which Janowitz was given an application card 
for Communist Party membership, were three UE field organizers, all Communist 
Party members. 

When Janowitz finally decided to sign the Communist Party card he turned 
it in to Fred Keller, one of the three UE Communist organizers. Shortly after- 
ward, while sitting in the UE office, he was handed his Communist Party book. 
Subsequently he attended Communist Party meetings attended by Gus Hall, 
then head of the Ohio Communist Party and later, as national secretary of the 
Communist Party, convicted for conspiracy to teach violent overthrow of the 
United States Government. Hall, Janowitz testified, said at that time that in 
the opinion of the Communist Party “the UE was the most progressive union in 
the country.” 

Later Janowitz met nearly a score of UE organizers and officials who were 
Communist Party members. He learned of the direct control of UE by the 
Communist Party and testified about party meetings held in UE organizers’ 
homes. 

After the IVE-CIO was formed, a meeting of UE Communists and others, 
held in the home of a UE organizer, was addressed by Sid Stein, national labor 
organizer for the Communist Party, Janowitz testified. Stein’s instructions to 
the UE Communists, Janowitz said, were to stay in the local unions that had 
seceded from UE and joined ITUE-C1O in order to capture control of the new 
IUE-CIO locals and turn them into tools of the Communist Party. 

There’s a postscript to this story. On April 3, 1952, Janowitz’s UE local at 
Reliance Electric, in Cleveland, voted overwhelmingly in an NLRB election to 
affiliate with the IUE-CIO. 

(2) Lee Lundgren.—This story of communism’s corruption of UE is best told 
in Lee Lundgren’s own words. Lundgren is one of the many former UE Com- 
munists now in the IUE-CIO who have never testified before any investigating 
group. He is now on the national staff of the IUE-CIO. These are Lundgren’s 
own words written at the time of his departure from UE: 

“As of this date I have handed in my resignations both as a field representa- 
tive of Local 1150, UE, and as a member of the Communist Party. 

“As a trade-unionist, I have found that I could not serve two masters. My pur- 
ticipation in the Communist Party made it impossible for me to properly serve 
the interests of the workers in building a democratic union, controlled by the 
membership, and devoted exclusively to the welfare of the rank and file. I am 
now completely convinced that the Communists are leading the UE workers 
down the drain. 

“My conclusions are based on the experiences accumulated since 1914, when 
I was instrumental in helping to bring the plant in which I was working into 
the UE, and in my successive capacities as chief steward at Goodman Manu- 
facturing, as secretary-treasurer of local 1150 for 4 years, and as a full-time 
field representative for the local union since 1945. 

“Shortly after going to work as a field representative for the UE, I was re- 
cruited into the Communist Party by Pat Amato, president of Local 1150, UE. 

“As a party member I participated in many private Communist Party meet- 
ings with many other UE officials in which the internal affairs of the UE were 
openly discussed and planned. In these meetings it was very clear that serving 
the interests of the Communist Party was primary, and came ahead of the 
welfare of the union. 

“Present at these Communist Party meetings were Local President Pat Amato: 
Alice Smith, the secretary of UE District Council No. 11; Fred Dutner, a UE 
international field organizer; and Sam Kushner, a Communist Party organizer, 
among many others. 

“Furthermore, never in my long experience with the UE has Ernest De Maio, 
president of UE District 11, ever opposed the decisions of the Communist Party 
to determine the affairs of the UE.” 

(3) Charles Baxrter.—Between 1927, when he joined the Communist Party, 
and 1945, when he broke with it, Charles Baxter learned a great deal about inter- 
national communism in Moscow and Asia. 
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He made an extraordinary witness when he appeared before the Ohio Un- 
American Activities Commission on January 21, 1952, because—among other 
things—he put his finger on the profit-blinded policies of American employers 
who deliberately encourage Communist unions in their plants. 

Baxter first helped organize a Communist-dominated maritime union on the 
east coast and was closely associated with Communist leaders Earl Browder 
and William Z. Foster. He and Earl Browder were delegates from the American 
Communist Party to an international trade-union conference held in Viadivo- 
stok, Russia, and later was selected for training at the International Lenin 
School in Moscow. After returning to the United States he was assigned to 
Ohio where he remained from 1934 onward. 

Among the Ohio UE leaders Baxter identified as Communists was Joe Kress, 
president of UE District 7, comprising the States of Ohio and Kentucky. Baxter 
also discussed the methods by which the Communist Party pushed Ohio UE 
leaders, who were also Communists, into running for office on the Progressive 
Party ticket. Marie Reed Haug, long-time Communist and UE international 
representative, for example. was chosen by the Communist Party to run as 
a Progressive Party candidate, Baxter testified. 

After declaring flatly out of his personal experience that “the Communists 
control the UB,” Baxter called attention to the fact that since the IUE-CIO’s for 
mation UE leaders have been trying “to make cut-rate bargains with employers 
to maintain their base.” 

Baxter frankly told the Commission, “You would be surprised how many em- 
ployers are falling for that short-range policy. They sometimes say, ‘We know 
the UE is a Communist union, but we can do good business with them. Why 
should we get excited about Communists being in the plant? ” 

(4) Herbert Philbrick.—For the 7 years between 1942 and 1949 Herbert 
Philbrick worked inside the Communist movement in New England as an 
agent for the Department of Justice. He was not a UE member but as he 
rose higher in Communist Party circles he became familiar with the astonishing 
extent to which the party controlled UE in Massachusetts—one of the most 
vital electrical manufacturing areas in the world. 

In his book I Led Three Lives, Philbrick names the many New England 
UE leaders and UE international representatives with whom he became closely 
associated in the Communist Party. 

Rather than recount these details from the book let me, instead, focus on 
Philbrick’s testimony on UE’s espionage role in the electrical industry. 

In 1946 and 1947, Philbrick, as an executive of the Communist Party, attended 
district executive conferences in Boston. 

“Each of them,” he testified. “was for the purpose of infiltrating heavy indus 
tries, or key industries, in our area and in the United States. 

“We were told in New England one of the key industries consisted of the 
General Electric plant in Lynn. We were told one reason why Communist 
colonizers were needed there was because it was involved in the development 
of defense materials, including jet airplane engines. 

“IT might point out that at that time no one outside of the party had any 
knowledge that jet airplane engines were being developed at the General Electric 
plant in Lynn, but they knew that.” 

How crucially important the Communist Party considered the General Electric 
plant in Lynn is proved by Philbrick’s testimony that 

“We had seven or eight comrades assigned to the General Electrie plant in 
Lynn, and only one assigned to the steel industry.” 

Was this a combined UE-Communist Party effort to spy out important mili- 
tary secrets and defense production data? 

The answer, I think, is given in this further sworn testimony by Philbrick : 

“As part of the colonization program, but carried out very secretly, a survey 
was conducted of certain plants. This was a very complete survey. That 
program in New England was under the direction of Daniel Boone Schirmer. 

“IT was told it was on a national level, but my only information concerning 
t came from this local level. I was working at Communist Party headquarters 
on leaflet production at that time. One of the means of preparing the survey 
Was a mimeographed form which I happened to prepare for Daniel Boone 
Schirmer. 

“These particular forms that I worked on had to do with a complete survey 
f the plants—what they were producing; how many they were producing; the 

hor unions; the number of employees; also the number of Communist com 

ides in these plants and exactly what influence the comrades had in the unions 
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They also included a review of the training and qualifications of the various 
comrades working in these plants. 

“As I say, I came upon it somewhat by accident and, therefore, did not know 
how much information Daniel Boone Schirmer was getting from the comrades 
in the plants, but I know he was calling on them for very specific informa- 
tion, including blueprints. * * *” 

Philbrick then identified the UE-Communist “colonizers, 
international representatives. He was asked: 

“Do you recall whether any of these persons sent to colonize UE at Lynn 
became officials in the UE union at a later date?” 

Philbrick replied, “Some of them did; yes.” 

This testimony by Philbrick, entirely by itself, should provide provocative 
answers to the question “Is UE a menace to our national security?’ 

6. Communism in UE as seen in the Atomic Energy Commission.—The Atomic 
Energy Commission's action in barring UE from all atomic-energy installations 
in the United States has been documented in detail by this subcommittee in its 
recent report titled “Part II.” 

Stripped to its basic meaning, the AEC’s action clearly implies that the United 
States Government considers UE a bad security risk, and that Federal authorities 
have reason to doubt whether UE leaders owe loyalty to the United States or 
to totalitarian Russia. Given every opportunity to clarify their status with the 
AEC, UE leaders flatly refused to do so. As a result, on November 1, 1948, the 
Atomic Energy Commission declared: “It appears that the officers of UE do not 
intend to answer questions or submit facts concerning their loyalty and their 
associations with Communist Party organizations.” 

In addition to the AEC’s formal expression—in correspondence, legal briefs, 
etc.—on UE, Acting Atomic Energy Commissioner Sumner Pike told a representa- 
tive of the IUE-CIO on May 9, 1950: “UE can’t have any organization in the 
area where we operate.” 

7. Communism in UE as seen by Members of Congress and Government of- 
jficials—Both before and following the expulsion of UE from the CIO in No- 
vember 1949, numerous Members of the United States Congress expressed strong 
convictions on the existence of Communist influence among workers in the 
electrical, radio, and machine industry. Following are some of these con- 
gressional comments : 

Senator Herbert Lehman: “The re-formation of the union of electrical workers, 
free of Communist leadership and influence, was a very formidable task and a 
most important one in relation to the sensitive industry which employs your 
members.” 

Secretary of Labor Maurice Tobin: “The IUE—-CIO came into being in a vigor- 
ous and mighty protest against the Communist domination that characterized 
the UE. And I might say the same leadership is stiil heading the UE. The 
IUE—-CI1O knew that, if the day ever came when the slave world of the Russians 
and the free world led by the United States came to a clash of arms, the Com- 
munist domination of the major union in the electrical manufacturing industry 
would be like a sword in the back of democracy.” 

Senator James E. Murray: “* * * the IUE-C1IO has broken the vise which 
Communist-controlled unionism has had in this field.” 

Congressman John F. Kennedy: “The IUE—-C1IO has contributed particularly 
to our country’s welfare by breaking the hold which communism had on an 
industry vital to its security.” 

Congressman Daniel J. Flood: “The IUE-CIO has made the most effective 
contribution to the destruction of the base for Communist infiltration into the 
American trade-union movement and has protected American industry in its 
most sensitive and critical sector.” 

Congressman Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr.: “I am well acquainted with the 
arduous struggle the IUE-CIO has gone through in casting off the Communist 
yoke, which exercised such a dangerous stranglehold over this critical industry.” 

Senator Paul H. Douglas: “The IUE—CIO’s success in advancing the welfare 
of your members, in breaking the grip of Communist leadership on unions 
in the electrical industry and in protecting the national interest in this critical 
part of the defense program, deserves wide recognition.” 

8. Communism in UE as seen by religious leaders.—In many industrial com- 
munities religious leaders, after studying the accumulated evidence on UE, have 
advised their parishioners that UE is Communist-dominated and, therefore, not 
deserving of support. 
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Typical of many of these expressions is the following, published on page 1 
of the May 18, 1950, issue of the Evangelist, official publication of the Catholic 
diocese of Albany, N. Y.: 

“Within our diocese there is a very grave problem. It is the issue of com 
munism with which our faithful in Schenectady are confronted. * * * The 
Catholic Church lends her support and gives her blessing to free trade-unions 

“The Popes have spoken repeatedly in support of their aspirations. Their 
struggles to obtain a more equitable share of the enormous profits of big business 
have been spearheaded by the eneyclicals of Popes Leo XIIT and Pius XI 
* * * Only after the most painstaking study and mindful of the serious 
nature of the charge, our most reverend bishop and the priests of the diocese 
of Albany declare the United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America 
to be Communist-dominated and Communist-controlled, It no longer functions 
as a free labor union, but is merely a tool of the Communist Party and is, there 
fore, the enemy of God and the Catholic Church.” 

9. Communism in UF as seen by officials of veterans’ organizations.—For 
nearly a decade the Communist control of UE has drawn fire from veterans’ 
organizations and patriotic groups. To list these and their statements on UE 
would require many pages. Let me, instead, offer as a typical example an 
S4-page booklet titled “United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers—Labor 
Arm of the Communist Party,” distributed by the National Americanism Commis- 
sion of the American Legion 

In this booklet, which flatly declares that UE “is a Communist-controlled 
union,” the American Legion lists the Communist and pro-Communist records 
of exactly 100 UE leaders. 

Taken primarily from congressional testimony, the records published by the 
Legion characterize UE Organization Director James Matles and UE Secretary- 
Treasurer Julius Kmspak as Communists, and UE President Albert Fitzgerald 
asa “willing stooge for the Emspak-Matles Communist machine.” 

10. Communism in UE as seen by nevespapers and magazines.—During the past 
10 years literally hundreds of newspapers and maga”ines in the United States 
and Canada have branded UE as Communist and UE leaders as followers and 
promoters of Stalin’s foreign policy. 

Labor newspapers and labor magazines almost never refer to UE without 
using the prefix “Communist-controlled” or “Communist-dominated.” Scores of 
union publications, including the IUE-CIO News, have printed the full Co 
munist Party histories of UE Organization Director James Matles, UE Secretory 
Treasurer Julius Emspak, and other UE leaders 

What is of great significance here is that never once have UE or UE leader 
ever brought court action of any kind against a daily newspaper or magaz ne or 
a trade-union publication for libel or slander. Admission of guilt by silence 
takes on impressive weight when the silence continues for 10 years 

Of particular interest is the fact that the list of publications that have de 
clared UE to be Communist-controlled includes a number of liberal magazines 
that could by no stretch of the imagination be termed “antilabor” or “organs of 
big business.” 


Prominent among these independent, prolabor magazines that have defined UE 
as a Communist-controlled organization are the New Republic and the New 
Leader soth publications, in fact, have also described UE as a menace to the 
Nation’s security 

EMPLOYERS HAVE HELPED UE SURVIVI 


Earlier in this presentation I cited the testimony of Charles Baxter, a top 
ranking Communist Party functionary for 18 yvears. Baxter noted that UE’s 
Communist leaders in recent vears have been trying “to make cut-rate bargains 
with employers to maintain their base.” Then he commented: 

“You would be surprised how many employers are falling for that short-range 
policy. They sometimes say, ‘We know the UE is a Communist union, but we 
can do good business with them. Why should we get excited about Communists 
being in the plant?’ ” 

We in the IUE-CTO not only know the accuracy of that statement; we know 
that it gives only half the picture of the perfidious role of management il 
relations with this Communist-controlled organization. 

The stark fact is: Without the deliberate active assistance and encouragement 
of big business in our industry, UE could not have survived 

This may seem to be a strong, even intemperate charge to Members of Con 
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gress ; but it has become a fact of life in our industry so obvious, so unmistakable, 
and so continuing that the members of IUE-CIO have come almost to take it 
for granted. 

It is a serious charge we make, for it has far deeper implications for the 
Nation as a whole than for one union or a small group of profit-blinded big- 
business executives. 

We charge that, in encouraging and assisting the survival of UE, the multi 
million-dollar corporations of our industry have committed something very close 
to treason. And it may well be that the Nation will never know the full extent 
of that treason until we find ourselves locked in military combat with a totali 
tarian enemy whose fanatical adherents and stooges had the run of the industry. 

The IUE-CI1O’s evidence in support of this charge is voluminous and varied 
In this testimony I will outline its major features, with the understanding that 
if this subcommittee wishes I will make available for the record the detailed 
documentation that we have compiled. I would like to indicate, however, that 
this documentation is comprehensive; it has come from management’s own pub 
lished policies, from reports of management practices and actions, and from the 
first-hand experiences of our international union and its locals in every section 
of the industry, in organizing campaigns, in elections and in contractual relations. 

General Electric is the giant of our industry, the world’s largest and wealthiest 
electrical manufacturer. 

It is to our industry what United States Steel is to the steel industry: the 
bellwether of the industry, providing leadership in everything from prices to 
wage scales. General Electric sets the pace; other companies follow. There 
fore, I will deal here primarily with General Electric, for if General Electric 
starts a wage-cutting drive, for example, Westinghouse is sure to follow. If 
General Electric initiates a Nation-wide campaign against the union shop, other 
companies in the industry invariably fall into line. 

(1) GE—Champion of the “divide and rule” principle 

For many years the formula of “divide and rule” has been the guiding prin 
ciple and the chief motivation of General Electric’s labor-relations philosophy 
The formula is by no means unique with GE; over the years probably the vast 
majority of large manufacturing firms have employed it with varying success at 
one time or another. Essentially it is a very simple formula. It prescribes for 
the employer three successive courses of action. First, keep your employees 
disorganized and unorganized, so that they are incapable of concerted action 
Second, if the employees seem determined on organization, encourage multiple 
organization so that a dozen or more different unions of your employees will spend 
more time and energy in fighting each other than fighting for economic gains 
Third, if your employees finally do form a single large industrial union, encourage 
internal factionalism and division so that again a united front against manage 
ment is ade impossible. 

General Electric’s unique contribution to this ancient formula has been to 
utilize communism as the devisive force with far greater success than any othe: 
iInajor corporation, 

I am aware that perhaps to the average American and perhaps even to the 
majority of Congressmen it may appear absurdly paradoxical that such a tower 
ing pillar of capitalism as General Electric would encourage communism—ca}) 
itnlism’s deadly enemy. 

But there is no absurdity in the calculated manner in which GE’s encouragement 
of the Communist United Electrical Workers has paid off. UE has been, and 
still is, worth untold millions of dollars to General Electric in money not paid out 
in Wage gains and other contract improvements. 

Not to understand how General Electric is capable of promoting the Communist 
controlled UE is not to understand the nature of Communist unionism, because 
Communist unionism in the strictest sense is not unionism at all. 

A Communist union is first and foremost a political arm of internationa 
communism and Soviet foreign policy. Only secondarily and remotely is a Com 
munist union a collective-bargaining instrument dedicated to the economic ad 
vVancement of its members. In Communist unionism ail other considerations 
including the economic, must give way to political expediency. 

Let us see—concretely—how a corporation's encouragement of communism pays 
off. Or, better yet, let us see how General Electric's encouragement of UE has 
increased General Electric's profits. 

Early in 1948 General Electric executives foresaw that 1949 would be a ven 
in which the company could make a killing at the expense of its employees. GE's 
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labor-relations department studied very closely the beginnings of Henry Wal- 
lace’s fantastic “third party’’ venture. GE understood, more clearly than thou- 
sands of Americans, that Wallace’s Progressive Party was no “third party” but a 
creation of the Communists at the direct instigation of the Kremlin. 

Knowing this, GE also knew it was inevitable that the Communist commissars 
who controlled UE would involve the whole organization so deeply in the Wallace 
campaign that all else would be forgotten. 

That is precisely what occurred. UE’s Communist leadership dragged the 
union helter-skelter into the farcical crusade to elect Henry Wallace President 
of the United States. UE President Albert Fitzgerald was hoisted up as national 
chairman of the Labor Committee for Henry Wallace and Glen Taylor. Scores 
of UE leaders throughout the country became candidates for office on Progressive 
Party tickets. 

UE’s publicity department and propaganda machine stopped grinding out leaf- 
lets on wage demands and grievances and started flooding plants and union halls 
with incessant streams of literature hailing Henry Wallace as the new Messiah 
Local UE officers, shop stewards, and committeemen threy themselves into an 
endless political orgy of mass meetings, rallies, and door-to-door visitations. 

In General Electric plants from coast to coast, GE plant managers, supervisors, 
and foremen looked the other way as UE leaders distributed Wallace leaflets 
inside the buildings and held political rallies at the factory gates. As far as 
UE was concerned, nothing else existed except the Wallace campaign. 

In plant after plant, workers’ grievances piled up and were ignored or for- 
gotten. Contract violations by management were spurned by UE leaders as too 
trivial a matter to interrupt their “third party” politicking. 

The election came and passed, but by that time the relations between UE 
and management were in such a mess that nothing in the world could straighten 
them out. Rebellion in UE ranks began to swell and explode—partly because 
of the humiliating Henry Wallace fiasco and partly because more than ever 
it had become obvious that UE was incapable of functioning as a trade-union. 

In desperation UE’s leaders announced that UE would demand a fantastic 
“$500 package” of wage increases and other contract benefits from General 
Electric. Knowing what was going on in their plants, General Electric execu- 
tives literally laughed in UF’s face 

Organizationally, UE had lost all semblance of internal cohesion ; unity among 
GE workers was disrupted beyond repair, and only a handful of employees 
were capable of believing that UE’s leadership was sincere about the “S500 
package.” 

The tragic result was that in 1949 UE was unable to force even a penny of 
pay increase from the fabulously profitable General Electric Co. In facet, the 
GE executives who had guessed right about what the Wallace campaign would 
do to UE, weren't even required to change a comma or a semicolon in the UE 
contract. 

How many millions of dollars in wage increases were saved to General Elec 
tric by UE’s campaign for Henry Wallace cannot be estimated. But what will 
never be forgotten by General Electric workers is that in 1949, while millions 
of auto workers, steel workers, rubber workers, and others were winning new 
Wage gains, pensions, and additional contract improvements, General Electric 
workers under UE received not a penny more in their pay envelopes. 

There is the overwhelmingly convincing answer to the question “How does 
a capitalist corporation’s encouragement of Communism pay off?" For General 
Electric it paid off in millions of dollars in 1949, and the entire electrical in- 
dustry took a fresh look at UE’s delightfully palatable brand of Marxian eco 
Homics, 


(2) GE backs UE's fight against democratic unionism 

The year 1949 was the year that UE let General Electric escape without pay 
ment of any kind of wage increase. The year 1949 was also the year the IUE 
CIO was born—on November 2, the same day that UE was expelled from the 
C10. 

Then began a battle between democratic unionism and Communist unionism 
that stirred hundreds of thousands of General Electric employees. 

GE had to be grateful to UE; or, if it could not be grateful, it certainly had 
to relish the idea of continuing a relationship with UE that might once again 
produce “a 1949” with its larger profits and larger executive salaries. 

It was understandable, therefore, even if utterly without moral justification, 
that General Electric would not want to see the Communist UE destroyed 
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General Electric could not remain impartial in the struggle that exploded 
between IUE-CIO and UE. It took the side of its pocketbook,’ of profits. 

The forms by which GE manifested its partisanship varied. In each case, 
however, GE partiality was unmistakably apparent. Every display of GE’s 
preference for UE occurred at a critical juncture of IUE-CIO’s uphill battle with 
UE. Indeed, the fact that GE placed its pro-UE policy into effect as soon as 
IUE-CIO first appeared was a major factor in preventing IUE-CIO from com- 
pletely eradicating UE from the entire chain. In many locations UE was unable 
to withstand IUE-CIO's first assault and then entrench itself, an advantage 
that rendered UE’s subsequent defeat much more difficult. 

The original nucleus of IUE-CIO, it will be remembered, consisted of a large 
number of UE local unions that rallied to the new organization as soon as it 
was chartered. Among these were many locals in the GE chain, including the 
largest and most influential ones at Schenectady and Lynn. 

GE acted quickly. On December 15, 1949, it filed with the National Labor 
Relations Board petitions requesting collective-bargaining elections in all units 
represented by UE for which IUE-CIO and its local unions claimed bargaining 
right. (See General Electric Co., 89 N. L. R. B. 726; 1950.) Simultaneously, 
GE instituted an interpleader action in the Federal District Court for the 
Southern District of New York (General Electric Vv. Emspak et al., 94 Supp. 601; 
1950). The suit was premised on the contention that GE was in doubt as to 
the identity of the local unions that represented its employees under the then- 
existing national agreement. The agreement could not be terminated before 
March 31, 1950. It called for the monthly deduction from wages of union dues 
and remittance of these dues to the appropriate local union that was the bar- 
gaining agent for the employees who had authorized such payment. GE de- 
posited in court the dues deducted in the month of November and December 
1950 and asked for a determination of the union entitled to the funds. It also 
requested adjudication of its future obligations under the unexpired portion of 
the collective-bargaining contract, pledging to deposit in court all check-off 
moneys as soon as they were deducted. 

GE’s action had the immediate result of cutting off the revenue of the numerous 
locals that had affiliated with IUE-CIO. No sooner was this done, however, than 
GE turned around and entered into an agreement with UE whereby GE promised 
to honor new check-off cards presented by UE. 

GE even went so far, deliberately and by arrangement with UE, as to avoid 
inaking the dues deductions on the scheduled date in the month of January 1950, 
deductions which it would have been required to deposit in the registry of the 
Federal court. Postponement of payment of the deductions was Carefully 
planned for the purpose of enabling UE to obtain new signed authorization cards 
and thereby to receive the dues collection for January 1950 as well as subsequent 
months. 

This collusive agreement was made applicable not only to the huge UE local 301 
in Schenectady, but to many additional UE locals including local 506, Erie, Pa.; 
731, Conneaut, Ohio; 724, Lima, Ohio; 819, St. Louis, Mo.; 1412, San Francisco, 
Calif.; 286, Fitchburg, Mass.; 732, Tiffin, Ohio; 204, Taunton, Mass.; and 704, 
Bucyrus, Ohio. 

In Schenectady, UE representatives were permitted to circulate freely througn 
the plant during working hours and, in many instances by fraud and coercion, 
they procured several thousand signatures in 1 day for the new check-off cards. 
The pattern was duplicated in other locations. 

IUE-CIO requested that GE make similar check-off arrangements with it or its 
local unions. GE flatly refused. . 

Only by prompt application for a restraining order, which was immediately 
granted on January 27, 1950, was IUE-CIO able to halt GE's infamous scheme 
for financing UE while throttling IUE-CIO. 

GE has never been able to explain satisfactorily its 1950 check-off agreement 
with UE. In proceedings then pending before the NLRB and a Federal district 
court. GE was committed to the position that it did not know with what organi- 
zation or organizations it could safely deal. But the subsequent check-off under- 
standing with UE and its local unions belied GE's protestations of neutrality and 
“doubt.” Although this particular UE-General Electric effort at collaboration 
was balked by IUE-CIO, its significance did not escape the notice of GE’s em- 
ployees. As a matter of fact, in the ensuing NLRB elections UE prevailed in 
virtually all units where a UE local union had been permitted to Circulate new 
check-off cards 
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GE has not hesitated, either, to come to UE’s aid in the course of an election 
campaign. A striking instance occurred in August 1951, just before the second 
contest between IUE-CIO and UE for bargaining rights at the GE works in 
Lynn, Mass. Earl Riley, president of IUE-CIO local 201, advanced the claim that 
IUE-CIO, in bargaining with GE for 3 weeks’ vacation for certain employees, had 
persuaded the company of the merit of its proposal. GE leaped feet first into 
the fray. 

Not only did it deny Riley’s assertion in a large newpaper advertisement but 
a letter from the plant manager ridiculing what Riley had said was placed in the 
hands of every one of the 17,000 Lynn employees. GE has never made a similar 
attack on UE. 

Sharply contrasting with the Lynn incident was GE’s behavior during the 
election campaign at its plant in De Kalb, Ill. Throughout the campaign, which 
took place in December 1951, and January 1952, UE stridently reiterated a plain, 
vicious lie. UE told the workers that if IUE-CIO became the new bargaining 
agent, they would lose all claim to retroactive payment of a negotiated wage 
increase that was awaiting Wage Stabilization Board approval. So blatant was 
the lie, that when inquiry was made at the Wage Stabiliztion Board, a Board 
official sent a wire stating, in effect, that the change in affiliation would have 
no effect on the approval of the wage increase. UE’s falsification of GE’s appli 
cation to WSB was called to the attention of appropriate officials of the company. 
GE’s conduct at Lynn was recalled. But in De Kalb, GE remained silent. It 
chose to allow UE grossly to misrepresent the company’s position on a question 
of vital interest to the employees and at a time when need for the truth was 
paramount, 

In contract negotiations GE has bent over backward to grant UE benefits that 
LUE-CIO struggled to win while UE lacked both the legal power to demand such 
benefits and the economic power to secure them. For example, in September 
1951, IUE-C10 negotiated a new contract containing economic and noneconomic 
gains. Among other accomplishments, IUE-CIO was able to wrest from GE elimi- 
nation from the previous year’s contract of a clause conditioning recognition on 
continued certification. This clause had the effect of allowing a rival union to 
petition for an election in the face of an outstanding collective-bargaining con 
tract. Unlike IUE-CIO, UE had a contract that did not expire in the fall of 1951. 
UE’s contract ran until September 1952. However, the UE contract had a clause 
permitting reopening on September 15, 1951, for the limited purpose of bargaining 
on wages. UE’s contract also contained a recognition clause similar to the one 
that had been in IUE-C1O’s 1950 contract. Despite the narrow scope of UE’s 
reopening clause, GE of its own accord made significant noneconomic concessions 
to UE, including elimination of the requirement of continued certification. Thus 
GE, although in no way compelled to do so, shielded UE from loss of bargaining 
rights for the remaining year of the contract term. 

These examples do not exhaust the case histories that might be cited. They are 
recorded here because they are clear, because they are typical, and because they 
are based on facts that are a matter of record. 

(3) GE’s Appeasement of Communism in Action 

GE’s professed impartiality in the intense fight between IUE-CIO and UB 
throughout the manufacturing chain was the most flagrant kind of “fake neu- 
trality” in the eyes of IUE-CIO members working in the plants. 

Management’s partiality to the Communist CUE was never more apparent 
than in the NLRB elections of May 1950. In plant after plant GE supervisory 
personnel allowed privileges to UE campaign leaders and propagandists that were 
completely prohibited to representatives of the IUE-CIO. 

Unmolested leaflet distribution, in and around GE plants, was a frequent 
advantage enjoyed by UE, while IUE-CIO members found themselves sharply 
restricted in their movements. 

In a number of GE plants, IUE-CIO members protested that UE stewards 
and other UE partisans were permitted to circulate through departments dur- 
ing working hours for electioneering purposes. Official representatives of the 
CIO union were told they could not have equal rights on this score because 
General Electric had “already recognized” UE but not the IUE-CIO. 

There were dozens of instances in various cities where IUE-CIO members 
were visited in their homes by strangers who said they conveyed off-the-record 
“messages” from management. The “messages” were to the effect that if the 
worker voted for IUE-CIO and UE won, there would soon be a vacancy ‘in 
his job. 
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In Schenectady IVUE-CIO members and workers who had not yet made up 
their minds about their ballots received telephone calls at night from their 
foremen offering “advice” that amounted to threats of discharge if the UE lost 
the election. At the Erie, Pa., GE plant, veteran emplovees nearing the age of 
retirement and pensions were intimidated by “business friends” of GB 
supervisors. 

The IUE-CIO is prepared to bring witnesses before this subcommittee to 
testify to these and other facts of GE’s fake neutrality in the struggle between 
IVE-CIO and UE. 

(4) GE becomes bolder in support of communism 

It should be emphasized again that GE’s service to communism is not a new, 
impetuous, or erratic development. tather it has been the growth of a com- 
pletely consistent management policy that dates back before the appearance 
of the IUE-CIO. 

GE's cnaleulated assistance to communism was growing gradually apparent 
long before the company made it erystal clear in 1949 through expensive news- 
paper advertisements. ; 

But the infamous GE advertisements of September 29, 1948, put the company 
on record before the world. As the IUE-CIO executive board recently pointed 
out, “These advertisements were titled ‘A Plague on Both Your Houses’ and 
damned with equal fervor communism and anticommunism, democratic union- 
ism and totalitarian unionism. These advertisements proclaimed to the public 
that General Electric could see no difference between the enemies of freedom 
and human dignity and their opponents.” 

I offer for the reeord a photostat of that GE advertisement, because it 
helps demonstrate the continuity of GE’s aid to communism up through the 
present time. 

The plague on both your houses attitude of GE toward communism—in 
reality, of course, a matter of active assistance to communism, came to its 
logical climax on May 16, 1952, in an issue of the General Electric Employee 
Relations News Letter written by GE's vice president in charge of employee 
relations. 

The significance of this almost incredible GE pronouncement can best be shown 
in the following statement unanimously adopted by the IUEB-CIO executive 
board which met in Chicago on May 22-23: 


“Resolution on the irresponsibility of General Electric Co. 


“The history of the world’s largest and wealthiest electrical manufacturer, 
General Electric, over the past decade has been a history of expressed contempt 
for the American public, for General Electric employees, for the laws of the 
United States, for Congress and Federal agencies, and for the executive branch 
of the Government. 

“This indictment, recorded time and again in public print and repeatedly veri- 
fied by Government agencies and courts of law, has now reached such grave and 
menacing proportions as to require scrutiny by an aroused public. 

“General Electric’s contempt for its own employees, for the public, and for the 
United States Government has developed, with increasing frequency in recent 
years, into outright defiance of these groups. Unmistakably there has developed 
in this multibillion dollar corporation a philosophy based on the arrogant assump- 
tion that General Electric is an entity superior to and exempt from any responsi- 
bility to the Government, the public, or the workers who produce the company’s 
enormous profits. 

“This week General Flectric’s irresponsibility reached a new climax with the 
issuance by the company of a public statement which attacked anti-Communist 
trade-unions as just as great an evil as Communist unions and as performing 
services for Russian Dictator Stalin just as valuable as the services performed 
by unions that Stalin himself controls. 

“This outrageous and viciously anti-American declaration was contained in the 
May 16 issue of the Employee Relations News Letter, a GE publication distributed 
to General Electric’s 210,000 employees, to newspapers, Members of Congress, and 
many thousands of private citizens. 

“There can be no mistaking General Electric’s purposes in this vilification and 
distortion of the facts of democratic trade-unionism. The New York Herald 
Tribune, on May 20, accurately reported General Electric’s attack on organized 
labor in a headline which read: ‘Anti-Red Unions Aid Stalin, GE Asserts’. 
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“This malicious effort to make anti-Communist unions appear identical with 
Communist unions is a rape of truth and historical fact. The increasingly suc- 
cessful fight of democratic unions against communism—both in the United States 
and abroad—has been acclaimed by countless American leaders, in and out of 
Government, and by the leaders and legislatures of foreign governments. If for 
no other reason, democratic unionism and totalitarianism unionism must, of 
necessity, be deadly antagonists because communism’s conquest of power means 
the automatic destruction of democratic labor organizations. 

“General Electric’s Hitler-like attempt to describe anticommunism as com 
munism grows, in part, out of the current situation in GE plants throughout the 
country. Until 1950 General Electric had comfortable and profitable relations 
with the Communist-controlled United Electrical Workers. Immediately after 
the CIO expelled the UF as a Communist-dominated organization, the newly 
chartered International Union of Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers-CI0 
won collective bargaining rights for the majority of plants and the majority of 
workers previously covered by UE. The advent of the IUE-CIO undermined 
General Electric’s collusive arrangements with UE—an arrangement that had 
deprived GE workers of militant collective bargaining and the economic advances 
that were due them. GE’s efforts to encourage and aid UE—both during the 
election and in the period since then—became a stench in the nostrils of anti 
Communist unions everywhere, 

“The replacement, therefore, of a weak, submissive Communist bargaining 
agent by a militant CIO union made General Electric management both angry 
and fearful. Because the IUE-C1O continues today and will continue tomorrow 
its fight to root communism out of the General Electric chain, the company’s 
distaste for anticommunism has grown like an industrial cancer, eating away at 
all common sense, decency, and patriotism. ‘This, then, is part of the back 
ground of General Electric’s current attempt to make white black and black 
White in the struggle of democracy versus totalitarianism. 

“However, this manifestation of GE's pernicious philosophy is not an isolated 
or eccentric expression, Rather it represents the inevitable and extreme culmina 
tion of attitudes which crystallized a number of years ago in full-page advertise 
ments which General Electric inserted in daily newspapers. These advertise 
iments were titled “A Plague on Both Your Houses,” and damned with equal 
fervor communism and anticommunism, democratic unionism and totalitarian 
unionism, These advertisements proclaimed to the public that General Electric 
could see no difference between the enemies of freedom and human dignity and 
their opponents. 

“General Electric’s professed inability to make any distinction between Com 
munist and anti-Communist unions comes with particular significance from a 
company that has been proved a nesting place for Communist atomic spies. Not 
a single other American corporation entrusted with military or defense secrets 
has achieved a record anywhere approaching General Electric’s for having har- 
bored the spies and traitors who turned over America’s precious atomic secrets 
to Stalin. 

“For that reason alone, therefore, GE's inability to distinguish between com 
munism and anticommunism becomes far more than merely a corporate “blind 
spot.” It becomes a matter of public concern, of national security, and the 
responsibility of a mammoth corporation to the public. 

“It is self-evident to our international union, and to many other Americans 
who have followed the growth of GE’s un-American behavior, that it is General 
Klectric itself and not the democratic labor movement that is and has been for 
vears playing Stalin’s game. 

General Electric has deliberately served communism’s purposes by : 

1. Undermining the faith of American workers in democratic unionism, there 
by making them susceptible te the appeals of Communist unionism. 

“2. Undermining the public’s faith and labor's faith in administrative en 
cies of Government dealing with labor matters, and undermining labor legisla 
tion which is founded on the traditional belief that men have the democratic right 
to organize for economic purposes. 

3. Giving active encouragement in the General Electric chain to the Com 
uunist-controlled United Electrical Workers by attempting to erase from the 
ninds of GE employees any distinction between a totalitarian organization and 
democratic unionism : therefore be it 

“Resolved, That this meeting of the IUE-CIO executive board denounces Get 
eral Electric as a proved enemy of democratic ideals and democratic unionism 
for the reasons given above: and be it further 
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“Resolved, That General Electric’s industrial philosophy, motivations, and 
actions have moved this issue from the field of labor-management relations into 
an area of public concern where governmental institutions and national security 
are involved, and be it further 

“Resolved, That because of the enormous quantity of military and defense 
production entrusted by the Government to GE, there should be a careful reexam- 
ination of General Electric’s moral, political, and industrial responsibility in 
terms of the Nation’s welfare and preservation of the American way of life, and 
be it further 

“Resolved, That this international union requests the appropriate committees 
of the United States Congress and also Government agencies responsible for the 
placement of classified defense contracts to initiate a comprehensive investiga- 
tion into all phases of General Electric’s relations with the Government, with 
the public, with foreign principals, and with its own employees with a view to 
determining whether this giant corporation is not employing its enormous wealth 
and econome power contrary to the best interests of the American people.” 

(5) Is GE cursed or blessed with Communists? 

There is considerable additional evidence in the possession of the IUE-CIO 
showing how the inventive genius of General Electric has invented justifications 
for the control of a large body of its employees by an established agent of 
international communism which GE prefers to view as a legitimate trade-union. 

This evidence deals with the unparalleled concentration of Communists in 
General Electric; the manner in which GE has gone out of its way to facilitate 
the check-off of UE dues which have been channeled into Communist fronts: 
GE's obvious indifference to security measures; and such profound national 
concerns as the betrayal of atomic secrets to Soviet Russia. 

I ask permission of the subcommittee to incorporate this material into the 
record of my testimony. 

(6) Which is the worse security risk—UE or GE? 

The IUE-CIO is convinced it is posing no trick question when it asks whether 
UE is really a worse security risk to our national security than GE. 

Which is the more dangerous ?—the Communist union or the defense contractor 
who deliberately fosters and perpetuates the Communist union? 

Which represents the greater hazard to the Nation?—the organization that 
provides the fertile ground for espionage and sabotage, or the powerful company 
which is entrusted with vital defense secrets but persists in favoring the organ- 
ization capable of breeding espionage and sabotage? 

The IUE-CIO has a Pight to ask these questions, but the American people and 
Congress have an even greater right. They have, in fact, a profound obligation. 

The accumulated evidence of General Electric’s responsibility for the fostering 
of communism among its own employees illustrates one fact of prime importance 
to this subcommittee in terms of the question it has posed for itself. 

In the light of this evidence of how an employer has supported and nourished a 
Communist-controlled union for its own profit-taking purposes, it is clear that 
any remedy devised to nullify the threat of Communist unionism must encompass 
both the defense contractor as well as the collective-bargaining agent for his 
employess. 


4. THE IUE-CIO’S PROPOSED SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM 


Out of our long, intimate knowledge of the problem of Communist-dominated 
unions and out of vears of thoughtful consideration of various remedies, the 
IUE-CIO is ready to mage a recommendation which we feel is both practical 
and at the same time carefully protective of labor's cherished rights and liberties. 

This proposal has been drafted by our international union’s legal department 
headed by General Counsel Benjamin C. Sigal. After I have concluded my 
testimony Mr. Sigal will discuss with you the legal and procedural aspects of 
the plan. 

The Munitions Board is the ageney within the Department of Defense through 
which defense contracts are handled. It is the agency responsible for making 
and policing security regulations in connection with defense work. It is the 
agency ultimately responsible for preventing subversive individuals from work- 
ing directly on classified work. Logically, it is the agency which should exercise 
the responsibility of dealing with Communist leadership which controls the 
unions working on defense contracts. 

A tripartite committee should be set up within the Munitions Board, con- 
sisting of representatives of the procurement agencies, emplovers, and labor 
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If a union representing the employees of a present or prospective contractor is 
suspected, after investigation by representatives of the Munitions Board, of 


being Communist-dominated, the matter 
The committee could act, also, on its own motion. If a majority 


commitee. 


should be submitted to the tripartite 


of the committee, after a hearing, finds that the charge of Communist domina 


tion is not Waranted, the Munitions Board will drop the matter. 


If a majority 


of the committee finds that the allegations are substantiated, the Munitions 
Board will take one of two courses, based on provisions which it will place in 
its security regulations and in all procurement contracts executed by contrac 


tors with the military departments: (1) 


, 


In the case of a prospective contractor 


refuse to give him a contract; (2) In the case of a contractor already perform 
ing a contract, cancel his contract unless there are no other manufacturing 


facilities available for the items involved In the latter event, a prov 
should be placed in contract on the basis of which the contractor may be et 
joined from continuing to deal with the Communist-dominated organization 
50 
COMMUNIST PARTY LIN} 

The party line continued its attack on UR, it mt t ng James | 
such union leaders as Philip Murray of Carey, also de unced Rieve \ 
the steelworkers, James Carev of the of munagement ve 

“trical workers Isimil Rieve of the workers together with Viurra\ R 
textile workers, and Walter Reuther of the nd others John I I = Ww 
the auto workers. The only union lead- given favorable reports in the UE News 


ers praised were those who followed the 
Communist line, and—in a new develop 
ment—the conservative head of the 
United Mine Workers, John L. Lewis 

When Congress failed to pass an 
FEPC law the Communists quickly 
blamed Truman Democrats for join- 
ing with Dixiecrats:- and the GOP to 
scuttle the legislation. The Daily 
Worker completely distorted facts to 
make it appear that no one in Congress 
was concerned with the Negro except 
Representative Vito Marcantonio. 

In June 1951 Communist Parties 
throughout the world were campaign 
ng for signatures to the world peace 
commonly called the Stockholm 
peace petition. This petition was ex- 
posed by non-Communist groups in a 
score of nations as a fraud and a deceit- 
ful trick to win the support of innocents 


for Russia's aggressive foreign policy 


pledge 


When the North Korean Communists 
attacked in June 1950, the party line 
ut into operation throughout the world 
vy the Kremlin held that the South 
Koreans had opened an invasion and 
that the North Koreans took up arms 
ily to defend themselves. Complete 
blame was placed on South Korea, and 
he United States was denounced for 
ntervening. Communist Parties every- 
where demanded that the United States 
get out of Korea, while the North Ko- 

is were pictured as peaceful pro- 


or opposing the CIO and AFIT, 


In February, UE jumped the Com 
munists with headlines in the UE News 
proclaiming th t 
sell out fight for Federal fair employ 
ment law.” Significant here was the 
fact that never have UE leaders or UJ 
News even intimated that any Progres 
sive Party candidate ever slighted civi 
rights legislation 

UE joined with the other Communist 
line groups publicizing the petition 
UE News ran the headline—"“UE locals 
join in drive to outlaw atom bombs,” 
and reported on the number of UE lo- 
cals circulating the petition The 
hewspaper carried an editorial 
that UE nationally had taken no pos 


at “Both parties try 


stating 


tion on the petition but reporting in tl 
same editorial that UE district 5, Cay 
ada, had endorsed it as well as severa 
UE locals and “hundreds of millions 
plain people all over the world! In 


July UE again plugged the Soviet-in 
spired petition with a picture in UE 
News of members of UE Local 475 
Brooklyn, N. Y., signing the petition 
For a time UE was silent on the Ko 
rean action. No mention was made of 
the Korean war except obliquely in UE 
News articles on the large Federa 
budget and taxes caused by militar) 
appropriations In May 1951, however, 
UE showed its hand when it endorsed 
Senator Edwin Johnson’s proposal that 
all foreign troops leave Korea by year’s 
end, a proposal that happened to coin 
cide with Communist purposes. Cor 
spicuously not one wort 


tered by UE News o1 


has been ut- 


1 
UF leaders in 
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tectors of democracy. The entrance of 
Chinese Communist troops was seen as 
proof that this was a conflict between 
the “people” and the forces of im- 
perialism. 


COMMUNIST DOMINATION 


OF UNIONS 


UE LINE 


criticism of the Chinese Communist 
forces in the Korean War or Russia’s 
military assistance to the North Kore- 
ans. UE’s position became the same as 
that of the Communist Party—and UE 
itself—prior to Hitler’s invasion of 
Russia in 1941—nonintervention by the 
United States would give Russia a free 
hand. By December 1951 UE News 
dropped all pretense of lagging behind 
the Communist Party line and in an 
editorial threw full blame for contin- 
uation of the Korean conflict on Presi- 
dent Truman. UE News stated: “Pres- 
ident Truman has power to make that 
good news (cease fire) true. If he can 
order a cease-fire off, he can order a 
cease-fire on.” This was a clear, un- 
mistakable echoing of Communist Par- 
ty propaganda. 





1951 


Communists and fellow travelers be- 
gan publication of the March of Labor, 
a magazine strictly reflecting Com- 
munist Party line on all issues. All 
party members in the United States 
were urged to subscribe. 


Albert Kahn, long-time Communist 
fellow-traveler and former associate 
editor of the Communist New Masses, 
published a new book, High Treason, 
to which Communist critics gave high 
praise. Previous works of Kahn had 
found similar favor among Communist 


UE immediately followed the Com- 
munist lead and urged its members to 
subscribe to March of Labor. To push 
UE subscriptions special group rates 
were offered to UE locals. But UE 
went even further in its enthusiasm for 
March of Labor. A dozen or more UE 
leaders, including .UE General Counsel 
Scribner and UE Washington Repre- 
sentative Nixon, became frequent con- 
tributors of Communist-line articles. 

UE News, in April 1951, started full 
page ads praising Kahn’s High Treason 
as a great exposé of the “plot against 
the people.” The ads continued is- 
sue after issue in a high-power promo- 
tion campaign, with the book offered at 
a cut-rate price if ordered through the 


leaders in the United States and UE national office. In May 1952 it was 
abroad. discovered that UE was sending free 
copies of this Communist-line book to 
all Members of Congress. 
1952 
Senator Hubert Humphrey's an- In the same month of January 1952 


nouncement that his subcommittee on 
labor and labor management would in- 
vestigate communism in the labor move- 
ment was immediately met with a 
Communist Party charge in January 
1952 that Humphrey served as a 
“stooge” for big business and was try- 
ing to destroy the trade-union move- 
ment. During the months that fol- 
lowed, the Communist attack on Hum- 
phrey intensified and the Senator was 
vilified as a fake liberal doing the bid- 
ding of the NAM and the “Wall Street 
warmongers.” 


UE News launched its attack on Sena- 
tor Humphrey for investigating com- 
munism in the labor movement, declar- 
ing that “he is personally willing to in- 
troduce any Nazi-model governmental 
measure to get rid of honest, fighting 
unionism.” And in such Communist- 
front magazines as March of Labor top 
UE leaders began denouncing Hum- 
phrey for a score of alleged crimes 
against the labor movement. The Jan- 
uary 1952 issue of March of Labor car- 
ried an article titled “Senator Hum- 


phrey: Liberal Union-Buster” by the 
notorious Communist, Tony DeMaio, of 
Minneapolis. 
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Senator Humpnrey. That is all for today, except we will apologize 
to Mr. Nelson, and I will come over and do that privately. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the committee recessed until 10 a. m., 
Tuesday, June 17, 1952.) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 17, 1952 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Lapor and Pusriic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the Old 
Supreme Court room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey, Pastore, and Morse. 

Also present: Jack Barbash, staff director; Merton C. Bernstein, 
subcommittee counsel, and Thomas E. Shroyer, professional staff 
member. 

Senator Humpnurey. The committee will be in order. I think we 
should proceed right along with Mr. Haywood. You have a prepared 
statement. You can read the whole statement, if you desire, or you 
can have it incorporated in the record as if read and you may sum- 
marize it. 


STATEMENT OF ALLAN S. HAYWOOD, VICE PRESIDENT, CIO 


Mr. Haywoop. My name is Allan S. Haywood. I am executive vice 
president of the Congress of Industrial Organizations and appear 
here on its behalf. 

The questions on which we have been asked to comment are 

1. Is there an effective legislative approach to the problem of Communist 
dominated unions? 

2. Can you suggest the principles or statutory language which ought to be 
embodied in such legislation? 


3. Can you suggest avenues of inquiry which the subcommittee ought to pursue, 
particularly those avenues which have not already been studied by other com 
mittees ? 

A logical first step in the consideration of these inquiries is to de 
limit the extent and nature of the problem of Communist-dominated 
unions. Accordingly I shall consider what the labor movement itself 
has done toward handling the problem of Communist-dominated 
unions and what it is now doing; and what the Government has done 
in the past and is already authorized by statute to do with regard to 
this problem. I shall then endeavor to define the extent and nature 
of the Communist union problem which remains, and, finally, will 
address myself to the question of what, if any, additional steps need 
be taken to deal with the problem, either by legislation or by executive 
action. 
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I. THE CIO’S CAMPAIGN AGAINST COMMUNIST UNIONS 


The Communist movement, operating as a tool of the Soviet Union, 
has for many years sought to penetrate the labor movement, both in 
this country and in other countries. Its purpose was and is to use the 
trade-union movement to promote the ends not of trade-unionism but 
of communism. In 1934 Lenin declared: 

It is necessary to agree to any and every sacrifice * * * to resort to all 

sorts of devices, maneuvers, and illegal methods, to evasion and subterfuge, in 
order to penetrate the trade-unions, to remain in them and to carry on Com- 
munist work in them at all costs (Left-wing Communism, An Infantile Disorder, 
International Publishers (1934), p. 38). 
Pursuant to these tactics the Communist movement has sought to 
operate through trade-unions, to speak in the language of labor and as 
a leader of labor, and thus, by trickery and strategy, to direct labor 
toward the goals of communism. 

For a considerable period of time the Communist movement en- 
joyed a substantial measure of success in its attempts to gain influence 
in, and if possible control of, trade-unions. The great depression of 
the early thirties, with its mass unemployment, lowered the stock 
(literally and figuratively) of the capitalist system and encouraged 
many to consider the possibility of some alternative economic order. 
During the years from the rise of Hitler to the signing of the Soviet- 
Nazi pact in July 1939, the Communist advocated with considerable 
success a “popular front” against Hitler, and by that device secured 
the alliance of numerous anti-Nazi liberal groups. Finally, the heroic 
war waged by the Soviet Union against Germany during the years 
1941 to 1945 won the admiration of people everywhere. This admira- 
tion tended to check the understanding of the true nature of the 
Communist state which had begun to spread with the Moscow treason 
trials in 1937, the Nazi-Russian pact, and the attack upon Finland. 
The war years of alliance between this country and Russia particu- 
larly tended to block any further deterioration in the position of the 
Communists in this country, and to cover up the vast differences in 
political and economic philosophy and in their international objectives 
which separate this country and the Soviet Union. 

During the war, when Russia needed this country’s help, the Ameri- 
can Communists were all out for war, proclaimed themselves to be 
superpatriots, and even announced the abandonment of their class- 
struggle concept. They were willing to go to the unions if necessary. 

When the end of the war approached, however, the Soviet Union 
abruptly changed the line of the American Communists. Belief in 
the class struggle was reaffirmed, and the leader who had renounced 
it—Earl Browder—was himself renounced. In the international 
field, and beginning particularly in 1946, the growing conflict and 
divergence between this country and Russia likewise made more and 
more apparent the exceedingly diverse objectives of the Russian and 
American systems. 

As Russian policies diverged more and more from the war-time 
collaboration with this country, and as Russia strove ever more openly 
to extend communism around the globe by force and without regard 
to the will of the nations involved, it became more and more difficult 
for the Communists in this country to conceal the fact that their 
loyalty was given to the Soviet Union and its institutions and not to 
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the United States and its form of government. These conflicts became 
particularly marked when the United States launched the Truman 
and Marshall plans. In 1948 Soviet sympathizers in this country 
sought to secure the election of a President who would discard the 
American program of international containment of communism. 

By that time, too, it was becoming increasingly apparent that the 
interests and objectives of those who. gave their loy alty to the Soviet 
system were so basically divergent and so utterly clashing with the 
trade-union aims of genuine American unionists that the two groups 
could not remain in the same labor federation. 'The Communists of 
course continued, as they continue today, loudly to profess their devo- 
tion to democracy and to claim that they were genuine trade-unionists. 
But the disguise had worn thin. During the period between the end 
of the war and the 1948 elections many trade-unionists, who had for 
a time been beguiled into collaboration by the Communist profession, 
came to perceive that the latter gave their loyalty only to the Soviet 
Union and not to trade-unionism and democracy, and that they would 
support democratic trade-union ends only if and when—as during the 
war—the interests of the Soviet Union happened to coincide with 
democratic trade-union ends. After 1945 those ends no longer coin- 
cided, and the need for a choice became clearer and clearer. 

Hence during the 1945-48 period there was a steady diminution of 
Communist strength in the trade-union movement, as the scales fell 
from the eyes of those who had been deceived. Communist strength 
was being shaken down to the hard core of Communist Party mem- 
bers—who had always given their loyalty to Russia and were not 
disturbed when that loyalty came into conflict with the loyalty they 
owed their own country—America. 

We in the CIO watched and encouraged these developments in the 
unions affiliated with the CIO. We hoped that, with the assistance 
of the National CIO leadership, those affiliates which remained under 
Communist-line leadership might be brought back to their trade-union 
allegiance—either through realization on the part of their leaders of 
where the true interests of American workers lay, or through the elec 
tion of new leadership. 

Even before 1946 loyal American trade-unionists had, with the 
encouragement of the CIO leadership, sueceeded in wresting several] 
important positions from Communist control. Communist control of 
ship radio operators was broken. Communist pockets in such key 
industries as electric utilities and telephone were wiped out. In 1946 
the Communist hold on the east coast and Gulf maritime workers was 
eliminated. In 1948 the Transport Workers Union repudiated Com- 
munist Party line dictation. 

During this period the CIO also took decisive action to set free sev- 
eral of its industrial union councils which had fallen under Com- 
munist control. I might add the council in the State from which 
vou come, Senator. This was done in some cases by canceling the 
charters, and subsequently issuing new charters to ‘councils recon- 
stituted under democratic trade-union leadership. Councils which 
were thus freed of Communist domination included those in Cleve- 
land, Milwaukee, New York City, Detroit, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
Minneapolis, and the Wisconsin State Industrial Union Council. 
This action was in each instance taken by the CIO only after notice 
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and a full hearing, and after every opportunity to all interested 
parties to present their case. 

This breaking of the Communist hold in various affiliates continued 
successfully, as I have said, during the period through 1948. But in 
1949 it became evident that, as I have already suggested, the Com- 
munist strength in the Communist-line unions had been shaken down 
to the hard core of party members. It also became evident that the 
Communist leadership of the remaining Communist-line unions would 
for the most part be able, through unscrupulous use of the union elec- 
tion machinery which they controlled, to prevent any further defec- 
tions of unions from Communist control. 

This was made clear by what happened in the United Electrical, 
Radio, and Machine Workers, the largest of the Communist-line 
unions in the fall of 1949. This union had fallen under Communist- 
line control in 1941, and in 1949 it was still under Communist-line 
control, although it was evident to those familiar with the situation 
that the great majority of the UE members were not Communists 
but loyal Americans. The pro-CLO, anti-Communists, in the UE 
waged a strong campaign to unseat the Communist-line leadership at 
the convention in the fall of 1949, and since they had the support of 
the majority of the members we had every hope that they would be 
successful. But when the UE convention met, the Communist-line 
leadership simply used their control of the convention machinery to 
count out the opposition. They defied the will of the membership, 
and kept themselves in office. (The assertion that the majority of the 
members did not want Communist leadership does not rest simply 
on my say-so; the events of the next year conclusively proved it.) 
This organization challenged and dared the CIO to do certain things 
according to their bidding. We accepted their challenge and took 
them on. 

When the CIO convention met in the fall of 1949 it had thus become 
evident to us that if we meant to continue our fight to eradicate Com- 
munist influence from CLO affiliated unions—and we did mean to 
continue it—that that fight could no longer most effectively be carried 
on by seeking to gain control of the Communist-led unions from 
within. We had had considerable success by that method, but now 
we would have to employ a different one; expulsion from the CIO of 
Communist-line unions and, where practicable, the chartering and 
support of rival unions. 

Ever since 1938 the constitution of the CIO has declared it to be a 
basic objective of the organization to protect and extend our demo- 
cratic institutions and civil rights and liberties, and thus to perpet- 
uate the cherished traditions of our democracy. Unfortunately this 
declaration of policy was not adequately backed up by any imple- 
menting procedure. The constitution did provide for the expulsion 
of an affiliate by a two-thirds vote of the delegates at an international 
convention. This procedure was not, however, appropriate or well 
adapted to determining whether a particular union which purported 
to be a loyal CLO affiliate was in fact devoted to the purposes of com- 
munism rather than of trade-unionism. For a determination of that 
sort some sort of semijudicial procedure was needed, to insure that 
the facts were correctly found and to give any union that might be 
accused a full and fair opportunity to defend itself. In the 1941 con- 
vention the CLO passed a resolution declaring against communism 
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and for free trade unions. In 1946 we passed another one resisting 
the interference of any group in the affairs of our organization. Par- 
ticularly we named the Communist Party. These same Communists 
wave lip service to this resolution. 

The 1949 convention of the CIO, therefore, took two decisive steps. 
First, it expelled the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers 
of America (UE) and the United Farm Equipment and Metal Work- 
ers of America (FE). The adherence of these unions to the Commu- 
nist Party line had become so patent, open, and notorious that it 
seemed fair and proper to take action against them by direct vote of 
the convention. 

In addition, the 1949 convention created an additional procedure 
for expelling affiliates. This was done by adding to the CIO constitu- 
tion a new provision empowering the executive board, by a two-thirds 
vote, to expell any union “the polici ies and activities of which are con- 
sistently directed toward the achievement of the program or the pur- 
poses of the Communist Party, any Fascist organization, or other 
totalitarian movement, rather than the objectives and policies set 
forth in the constitution of the CIO.” Action taken by the executive 
board under this provision of the constitution is appealable to the next 
CIO convention, but is effective pending appeal. 

In November 1949, shortly after the CLO convention closed, a mem- 
ber of the CIO executive board (Mr. William Steinberg, president of 
the American Radio Association ), filed charges against several unions 
then affiliated with the CIO, alleging of each that its policies and 
activities “are consistently directed toward the achievement of the 
program or the purposes of the Communist Party, rather than the 
objectives and purposes set forth in the constitution of the ClO.” He 
requested that appropriate action be taken by the executive board to 
expel the named organizations from the CIO. 

The CIO executive board thereupon authorized President Murray 
to appoint a committee or committees of executive board members to 
conduct he: arings on the charges and report back to the executive 
board. Notice of the charges and of the appointment of the commit- 
tees was sent to the unions. 

The accused unions promptly resorted to those Communist tactics 
with which congressional committees, too, are quite familiar. They 
declared that the pending hearings violated their rights not only under 
the CIO constitution but, forsooth, under the Constitution of the 
United States. The Vy declared that their civil liberties would be vio- 
lated, that the hearings would deny them due process, that the mem- 
bers of the committees would be biased and that the accused unions 
would not get fair hearings. This line of attack on the CLO was first 
laid down in the Daily Worker and was thereafter parrotted by the 
Communist-controlled unions. These charges that the procedure at 
the hearings would violate due process weve made before any hearing 
had been held, and the charges of bias and prejudice against the mem- 
bers of the committees were made and repeated without regard to the 
identity of the particular committee members. 

The first hearings, those on the charges against the United Public 
Workers of America and the United Office and Professional Workers 
of America were scheduled for early December 1949. These two 
unions filed suits in Federal district court in Philadelphia to enjoin 
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the committee from conducting hearings, and ultimately to enjoin any 
action by the CIO executive board looking toward the expulsion of the 
UOPWA or the UPWA from the CIO. Of course they profess a con- 
tempt for courts otherwise, but they use them when it is to their con- 

venience. ‘To secure jurisdiction in the Federal courts these unions 
relied on the provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act, making unions gen- 
erally suable on contracts in the Federal courts. These provisions had 
been adopted by the reactionary Eightieth Congress for the purpose 
of harassing labor unions, and the Communist-run unions did not 
scruple at using them in their attempts to harass the CIO. So we 
found out the Congress helped the Communists. 

The attempts of the Communist-line unions to delay and thwart, by 
resort to the courts, the CIO’s procedures for consideration of the 
charges against them were largely unsuccessful. The Federal district 
court in Philadelphia ruled against the UOPWA on jurisdictional 
grounds on December 19, 1949, and the hearing by the committee of 
the executive board on the charges against the U OPWA got under way 
on the same day. 

The following day, December 20, the UOPWA instituted a second 
suit, this time in the District of Columbia, to enjoin any further steps 
leading to its expulsion from the CIO. On February 6, 1950, the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia denied 
UOPW A’s motion for a preliminary injunction and granted the CIO’s 
motion to dismiss. The court held that the UOPWA had not ex- 
hausted its remedies within the CIO, since the CIO executive board 
had not yet acted on the charges against it and since the VOPWA 
would have the right to appeal to the convention from any decision 
of the executive board. The court also labeled as unwarranted the 
UOPWA’s contentions (1) that the CIO had no right to amend its 
Constitution to set up a procedure for expelling a union for devoting 
itself to the program of the Communist Party rather than the objec- 
tives of the CIO, (2) that the UOPWA certificate of affiliation could 
not be revoked, a (3) that the expulsion procedures were improper 
(Durkin v. Murray, 25 L. R. R. M. 2421 (D.C. Dist. Col. 1950)). In 
the meantime, the UOPWA had filed yet a third suit in the United 
States district court in New York City, and a similar suit was filed 
there by the Food, Tobacco, Agricultural, and Allied Workers of 
America. 

F'TA’s and UOPWA’s motions for temporary injunctions in the 
suits brought in New York City were argued in early January 1950 
but were not decided until April 14. Meanwhile, the executive board 
committees were going ahead with the scheduled hearings, the courts 
having declined to enjoin them. At these hearings, the Communist 
lez \dership of the charged unions employed other techniques which 
have since also become familiar to congressional committees. These 
officials never chose to address themselves to the truth or falsity of the 
charges. Instead they refused to answer all questions as to their 
membership i in the Communist Party; denounced red baiting; charged 
that the CIO leaders were tools of Wall Street, and so forth. They 
resorted to tactics of filibuster and delay. They made technical-and 
legalistic objections to the evidence introduced in support of the 
charges. They deliberately wasted time by asking irrelevant and even 
foolish questions. At no time, in any of the hearings, did any one of 
the charged unions ever even attempt to show that in a single instance 
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it had deviated from the Communist Party line. Instead the Com- 
munist-line leadership talked about something else—anything else. 

After each of the hearings the executive board committee prepared 
a detailed report. These reports reviewed in detail the evidence which 
had been offered in support of the charges against the particular 
union, considered the defense made by the union, ‘if any, and concluded 
by recommending to the executive board that the charged union be 
expelled. These reports were prepared with meticulous care, and have 
been printed by this subcommittee as Senate Document No. 89, Eighty- 
second Congress, first session, a document some 133 pages in length. 
I believe that this document is well worth the study of anyone who is 
interested in the subject which we are discussing here today. 

As the hearings were concluded and as the reports were written, 
they were laid before the CIO Executive Board. Full opportunity 
to be heard before the executive board was accorded to each of the 
charged unions. 

The holding of the hearings, the preparation of the reports, and 
the consideration by the executive board inevit: ibly consumed a con- 
siderable amount of time. On February 15, 1950, the C 1O Executive 
Board adopted resolutions expelling the UOPWA, the FTA and the 
UPWA, effective as of March 1, 1950. The district court in New York 
had requested that any expulsion of these unions not be made effective 
before March 1, in order to give time for the decision of the suits which 
had been brought by the charged unions. However, the opinion did 
not ultimately come down until April 14, after the organizations had 
already been. expelled. On that date the court denied the charged 
unions’ applications for temporary injunctions. 

At various other sessions between February and September 1950, 
the executive board voted the expulsion from the CIO of six other 
affiliates which were found to be Communist-dominated, in addition 
to the three already named. These six unions were the Mine, Mill 
and Smelter Workers, the American Communications Association, the 
International Fur and Leather Workers, the International Long- 
shoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union, the Marine Cooks and Stew- 
ards, and the International Fishermen and Allied Workers. In the 
case of the United Furniture Workers, against which charges had also 
been filed, the charges were withdrawn after the Communist-oriented 
block in the union’s leadership was defeated for reelection at the 
union’s convention. Last week I was at the furniture workers’ con- 
vention and the Commie boys were there, but the boys swamped them. 
They crushed them in their efforts when they were talking about 
peace in Korea, but the boys are Americans. This union cleared 
itself. It purged itself in its own democratic way. I attended their 
convention 2 years ago when they did that. This convention—it was 
a pleasure to be there and to see real American trade-unionists at work. 

Only one of the nine unions expelled by the CIO executive board 
took advantage of the right under the CIO constitution to appeal an 
expulsion to the next CIO convention. That union was the Marine 
Cooks and Stewards. The delegates to the 1950 convention, by a 
standing vote, unanimously denied the appeal and voted to expel the 
Marine Cooks and Stewards Union. The convention also unanimously 
adopted a resolution ratifying, approving, and confirming the ex cpul- 
sion of the nine unions which had been expelled by the executive 
board. 
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There are several points which I would like to make with regard to 
these events: 

(1) The CLO demonstrated its capacity and its resolution to purge 
its ranks of unions dominated by Communists. It carried through its 
determination to clean house regardless of the obstacles, which were 
formidable. The 11 unions expelled claimed a membership of ap- 
proximately 1,000,000 members, which we lost but later gained back. 
While a considerable portion of this membership has since been re- 
gained for the CIO, the campaign to bring these workers back into 
the American trade-union movement has been arduous and expensive. 
It has occupied a great deal of the CIO’s energies over the last 2 years 
to the detriment of other activities which might otherwise have been 
undertaken. 

Senator Humpnurey. These members in the main were non-Com- 
munists—they were merely Communist dominated. Your efforts to 
bring them back into the CIO were, according to the investigations of 
this committee, harassed and impeded by the intricacies of the Taft- 
Hartley Act. That act’s complicated procedures can be used to thwart 
the efforts of a clean American union organization to reclaim into its 
membership thousands of people who had every right to belong and 
who at one time did belong. 

Mr. Haywoop. The Taft-Hartley Act has not harassed or em- 
barrassed the Communists anywhere. Even the signing of the aff- 
davits—they find ways of doing that. There is not one of them tay 
has been charged with perjury. The employers use it, too, to deal 
with the Communists rather than deal with bona fide trade-unions 
because they get greater concessions from them. 

(2) The procedures employed by the CIO in expelling the Com- 
munist-dominated unions were thoroughly fair and democratic. Each 
of the unions received a full hearing and ‘complete due process. Both 
the right of the CIO to expel unions whose allegiance was to com- 
munism rather than to trade-unionism and the procedures used were 
sustained by the courts. 

(3) There has to this date been no challenge of the correctness of 
the determinations made by the CIO as to which unions were subject 
to Communist domination. ; 

(4) The eradication of Communists from the CLO was accomplished 
without Government intervention. 

That is mighty important. A trade-union is a bulwark against 
Communists. It is time that some of these Congressmen and Sen- 
ators realized that, instead of clubbing the trade-union movement, 
they ought to be given some encouragement. 

Senator Humpenrey. We hope these hearings will do something to 
focus attention upon the legitimate and worthy efforts of the trade- 
union movement in this country to really stand up asa bulwark against 
communism. I thoroughly agree with you there has been far too 
little attention paid to this and far too many unkind and ill-con- 
sidered comments made about the labor movement. Some of it has 
come right from the Congress. 

Mr. Haywoop. After you read this record and see a cartoon such 
as was in the Chicago Tribune a couple of weeks ago, the CIO being 
pulled out of filth, Communists, and yet this is a record that speaks 
for itself. They are supposed to be the public press. I think we need 
freedom from the press in those kinds of instances. 
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In addition to expelling these 11 unions the CLO found it neces- 
sary to abolish and reconstitute the California State Industrial Union 
Council and 3 or 4 local industrial union councils which had fallen 
under Communist domination. In all of those cases the charters were 
revoked during 1950 and subsequently new non-Communist organ- 
izations were chartered. 

Mr. Bridges and his cohorts went to court to stop us from doing 
this. He warned me there would be dire consequences if we attempted 
to move this charter. We went in and moved it and we moved 
Bridges. I had the pleasure of doing this job personally, 

These activities by the CLO against communism which I have thus 
far related have been only a part of the total effort on behalf of 
American democracy and against communism which has gone on 
within that organization. I have dealt only with the CIO's cleaning 
out of Communist-oriented unions affiliated with it, but in addition 
to that the various international unions affiliated with the CIO have 
each carried on campaigns within their own organizations against 
Communist influence and in favor of American democracy. Many 
of these unions, such as the United Steelworkers of America and the 

JAW have in their constitutions barred Communists from holding 
international or local union office, and have zealously policed these 
provisions. Other unions have gone still farther—possibly beyond 
the bounds of what is feasibly enforceable—by barring Communists 
even from membership. 

Since their expulsion from the CIO the Communist-dominated 
unions have steadily lost strength. The June issue of Fortune esti- 
mates the membership of unions under party line control at 325,000 at 
the present time, as compared with a total membership of organized 
labor of 15 million. 

We have today an aroused and alert trade-union movement on guard 
against communism and informed as to its methods and techniques. 
That is the best assurance that we could have that any further at- 
tempt of the Communists to use the trade-union movement for their 
own ends will be defeated. 

Let me read to you a quotation from the June article in Fortune 
to which I have already referred. This question comes from page 76: 

Because of their exposed position, in fact, the party-line unions follow a 
very cautious, almost docile, tactic in their bargaining with employers. The 
top officers of hte UE, for example, have been circumspect—neither James Matles, 
Julius Emspak, nor Albert Fitzgerald has signed Communist-front statements 
in over a year. Compared to its rambunctious anti-Communist rival, Jim Carey’s 
IUk, the UE has looked like a company union. In the recent Western Union 
strike, the party-line union, led by Joe Selly, walked through the picket lines 
set up by the A. F. of L. Even Harry Bridges, who is in the strongest position 
of all party-line leaders, has made few public pronouncements recently. 

Harry Bridges, you will notice, was described by this Fortune article 
as being in the strongest position of any of the party-line leaders. Yet 
it was demonstrated 2 years ago that Bridges’ position has been so 
weakened that he can no longer take the anti-American pro-Soviet 
line to which he was formerly addicted. At the outbreak of the 
Korean war there was proposed i in local 10 of the Internation: al rong 
shoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union, Bridges’ home local, a reso- 
lution of support for the United States. I happen to have beer n aad 
an honorary member of that local in spite of Mr. Bridges. Bridges 
opposed the resolution and introduced a party-line resolution of his 
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own. The membership did not stand with him and it became apparent 
that Bridges’ job as president of the union was in danger unless he 
abandoned his attempt to promote Soviet interests. 

The July 29, 1950, issue of Business Week tells what happened, 
on page 64: 

Bridges rolled with the punch by abandoning his resolution. He really had 
little choice. Not only was he alienating his members, he was also risking his 
neck. 

Senator Humpurey. He made sort of a “capitalist compromise.” 

Mr. Haywoop. Yes. Harry wrote an article after the war ended 
in which strikes were out. The party line changed before his article 
appeared but too late to _ it. Then Harry changed. 

The following passage from the same story, on pages 65-66, is 
likewise of interest in conection with the present hearing: 

For Army and Navy authorities charged with security of Pacific shipping, 
there was subtle significance in the local 10 flare-up: When the chips are down, 
they can count on the loyalty of the men who load the ships. This doesn’t mean 
that vigilance can be relaxed, nor that Bridges and the handful of left-wingers 
who control the ILWU will put off meddling for the duration. By the familiar 
tactic of draping a political aim in economic trappings, the leftists can still 
exert influence over the membership. But the longshoremen have served notice 
that in any clear deviation from patriotism in the Korean crisis they won’t follow 
Bridges. 

They gave clear evidence of that this week. Local 10 and other important 
ILWU units took part in a Washington conference on Pacific shipping security— 
a conference to which Bridges wasn’t invited. The ILWU non-Communists 
joined in pledging support to a plan for weeding out subversives who are a bad 
security risk on docks and ships. 

They went even further—promising that if anyone tried to delay vessels by 
“phony demonstrations, bogus picket lines,” or other tactics, the ILWU units 
will ignore them and help keep the vessels moving to Korea. 

The longshoremen’s and warehousemen’s union thus demonstrated 
2 years ago what I am confident is true of other unions. Even in the 
unions which are still under Communist domination, the great bulk of 
the membership are not Communist but are loyal Americans. The 
FBI has estimated that there are only some 382,000 full-fledged Com- 
munists in the whole of the United States. This non-Communist 
majority, whenever the issue is clearly drawn, will be loyal to their 
country. Moreover, they have been alerted, in large part through the 
C1O’s efforts. It will not be easy for Communist line leadership to 
use their positions against. the interests of this country. 


II. THE GOVERNMENT’S POWER TO DEAL WITH COMMUNISM IN TRADE- 
UNIONS 


Let me turn now to the subject of the legal power which the Govern- 
ment now possesses to deal with Communist-dominated trade-unions 
or with communism in trade-unions. This subject can be divided into 
two parts: First, the authority of the Government to take action with 
respect to Communist-dominated unions as organizations; and, second, 
its authority with respect to individual Communists who may be active 
in unions. 


A, Government authority with respect to Commumist-dominated 
unions 


1. The non-Communist affidavit.—One statutory weapon which Con- 
ress has provided for use against unions which have Communist 
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leadership is the non-Communist affidavit requirement of section 9 (h) 
of the Taft-Hartley Act. This provision, as the committee of course 
knows, requires the officers of labor organizations, including federa- 
tions, international unions, and local unions, to file non-Communist 
affidavits once a year. If any officer fails to file such an affidavit, the 
union is punished by being denied the protections of the National 
Labor Relations Act and the right to participate in elections conducted 
under that act. 

This provision has, in my opinion, accomplished nothing worth 
while to date, and I see no reason to expect that it will accomplish any- 
thing hereafter. In addition, it is, in my view, fundamentally un- 
sound in principle. 

There are several reasons why the affidavit requirement has accom- 
plished nothing. In the first place, it is framed principally in terms 
of present membership in the Communist Party. Union officers of 
Communist persuasion have been perfectly ready, however, to turn in 
their party cards in order to be able technically to meet the require- 
ments of the affidavit ; they began doing so, obviously with the sanction 
of the Communist Party, in the summer of 1949. I ask you to check 
the Fur and Leather Workers and the United Mine, Mill, and Smelter 
Workers, known Communists, openly professed Communists, who 
have signed the affidavit, by resigning from the party. 

It has been suggested that the affidavit requirement be amended so 
as to require the affiant to state that he has not been a member of the 
Communist Party for, say, 3 years. Such an amendment might well, 
I am advised, be unconstitutional as ex post facto legislation, and in 
any event, as I have said, most of the Communist union leaders did go 
through the form of resigning from the Communist Party several 
years ago. That is trying to lock the door when the horse is gone. 

On the other hand, insofar as the affidavit requirement goes beyond 
membership, and relates to belief, it raises a grave question of civil 
liberties; the Supreme Court Justices were equally divided as to the 
constitutionality of the oath requirement insofar as it relates to 
beliefs. This portion of the oath requirement presents, moreover, 
grave problems of proof. I know of no Communist union leader who 
has been driven from office by the oath requirement. Yet, thus far no 
one has ever been convicted of filing a false affidavit under section 
9 (h). 

A second reason for the ineffectiveness of the non-Communist affi- 
davit requirement is that the Communists who control certain unions 
have been able to work through stooges, who are not Communist Party 
members but who are so eager for union office that they are willing to 
accept it from the Communists at the price of doing their bidding. 
The oath requirement does not reach these knaves. 

A third reason why the affidavit requirement has accomplished 
little or nothing is because a strong union can protect itself without 
resorting to the National Labor Relations Board or its procedures. A 
striking example is the United Mine Workers which is, of course, not 
a Communist-led union, but whose leaders have refused to sign the 
affidavits because they object in principle. 

As to our objections to the non-Communist affidavit, they are at 
least three. In the first place, we do not believe that such a provision 
has any proper place in a labor-relations law. The purpose of such 
a law is to promote harmonious industrial relations. The injection 
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into it of security measures merely creates confusion and gratuitously 
insults unions. 

In the second place, we believe that the mechanism of an affidavit 
requirement, harking back as it does to the test oaths of the seventeenth 
and eighteenth century, or to those in use after the Civil War, is itself 
objectionable. 

Thirdly, the sanction urged, of barring resort to the National 
Labor Relations Board, places in the hands of the employer, rather 
than of the Government, the decision of whether a particular union 
is to be penalized for Communist leadership. Section 9 (h) does not 
prohibit an employer from dealing with a Communist-led union; it 
simply gives him the option of whether to do so or not. Unsecrupulous 
employers will, in exercising that option, be guided not by considera- 
tions of national security but by the strength or weakness of the 
Communist-led union. If the union is strong, the employer may be 
afraid to challenge it. If it is weak, the employer may nevertheless 
be eager to deal w ‘ith it and to take : advantage of its weakness to main- 
tain substandard wages and working conditions. This ties in with the 
point which I made earlier, that a security provision, or an alleged 
security provision, of this sort should not be a part of a labor relations 
law. 

The Atomic Energy Commission’s orders to « mploye rs not to deal 
“a partic ular unions.—The Atomic Energy Commission has applied 
against Communist-led unions a sanction much more drastic than that 
provided by section 9 (h). It has directed private corporations con- 
tracting with it to withdraw recognition from, and not to deal with, 
two unions, the UE and the Public Workers, which the Commission 
believed (quite rightly) to be Communist led. It did not hold any sort 
of formal hearing, but gave the UE and the Public Workers an oppor- 
tunity to attempt to disprove the allegations, of which the unions 
declined to take advantage. 

As a sanction against a union, action like this which the Atomic 
Energy Commission has taken is undeniably effective. To bargain col- 
lectively is a major reason, probably the m: vor reason, for the exist- 
ence of unions. To deny them that function is to deny them a main 
reason for existence. A labor union which cannot bargain collectively 
will not be able to survive in competition with other unions which are 
not under this disability. 

3. The Internal Security Act of 1950—registration provisions.— 
The Internal Security Act of 1950, or McCarran Act, provides for the 
registration of Communist organizations, and imposes certain pen- 
alties on such organizations. Since the procedure established by this 
act considerably resembles certain of the procedures which have been 
suggested to this committee for dealing with Communist-led unions, 
those procedures warrant detailed scrutiny. 

The act defines two types of Communist organizations. The first is 
“Communist action organization.” The criteria described by the 
statute for determining whether an organization falls in this category 
are contained in section 15 (e) : 


(e) In determining whether any organization is a Communist-action organi- 
zation the Board shall take into consideration— 

(1) the extent to which its policies are formulated and carried out and its 
activities performed, pursuant to directives or to effectuate the policies of the 
foreign government or foreign organization in which is vested, or under the 
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domination or control of which is exercised the direction and control of the world 
arr ey movement referred to in section 2 of this title; and 

2) the extent to which its views and policies do not deviate from those of 
sia h foreign government or foreign organization: and 

(3) the extent to which it receives financial or other aid, directly or indi- 
rectly, from or at the direction of such foreign government or foreign organiza- 
tions; and 

(4) the extent to which it sends members or representatives to any foreign 
country for instruction or training in the principles, policies, strategy, or tactics 
of such world Communist movement; and 

(5) the extent to which it reports to such foreign government or foreign 
organization or to its representatives ; and 

(6) the exent to which its principal leaders or a substantial number of its 
members are subject to or recognize the disciplinary power of such foreign 
government or foreign organization or its representatives ; and 

(7) the extent to which, for the purpose of concealing foreign direction, domi- 
nation, or control, or of expediting or promoting its objectives, (i) it fails to 
disclose, or resists efforts to obtain information as to, its membership (by keep- 
ing membership lists in code, by instructing members to refuse to acknowledge 
membership, or by any other method) ; (ii) its members refuse to acknowledge 
membership therein; (iii) it fails to disclose, or resists efforts to obtain infor- 
mation as to, records other than membership lists; (iv) its meetings are secret ; 
and (v) it otherwise operates on a secret basis; and 

(8) The extend to which its principal leaders or a substantial number of its 
members consider the allegiance they owe to the United States as subordinate to 
their obligations to such foreign government or foreign organizations. 

The second category of Communist organizations is “Communist- 
front organizations.” The categories for identifying these organiza- 
tions set forth in the statute are contained in section 13 (f): 

(f) In determining whether any organization is a Communist-front organiza- 
tion, the Board shall take into consideration— 

(1) the extent to which persons who are active in its management, direction, 
or supervision, whether or not holding office therein, are active in the manage 
ment, direction, or supervision of, or as representatives of, any Communist-action 
organization, Communist foreign government, or the world Communist move- 
ment referred to in section 2; and 

(2) the extent to which its support, financial or otherwise, is derived from any 
Communist-action organization, Communist foreign government, or the world 
Communist movement referred to in section 2; and 

(3) the extent to which its funds, resources, or personnel are used to further 
or promote the objectives of any Communist-action organization, Communist for- 
eign government, or the world Communist movement referred to in section 2; 
and 

(4) the extent to which the positions taken or advanced by it from time to time 
on matters of policy do not deviate from those of any Communist-action organi- 
zation, Communist foreign government, or the world Communist movement re- 
ferred to in section 2. 

The determination of whether an organization shall be required to 
register as one or another of the two types of Communist organization 
is entrusted initially to the Subversive Activities Control Board, with 
provision for subsequent judicial review. 

If an organization is required to register as a Communist action 
organization it is thereafter unlawful for any member to hold any job 
in any defense facility or with the United States. If an organization 
is required to register as a Communist-front organization, it is there- 
after unlawful for any member to hold a Government job, and its 
members are required to disclose their membership in seeking a job in 
a defense facility. The Secretary of Defense is authorized to list the 
facilities with respect to which he finds that the security of the United 
States requires the application of these provisions. 

A Communist action organization is required to keep on file with 








276 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


the Attorney General a list of its members and of persons who partici- 
pate actively in the organization. A Communist action or Commun- 
ist-front organization ‘must periodically list all moneys received and 
expended, including the sources from which received. All of this data 
is to be made public. 

Various other restrictions and disabilities are placed upon Com- 
munist- front and Communist action organizations. 

Attorney General's list of subversive organizations.—The At- 
torney General has for some years been promulgating and keeping 
current a list of organizations determined by the Department of 
Justice to be subversive. This list is used primarily in connection 
with the Government’s loyalty program. 

This completes, as far as I know, the list of possible actions the 
Crovernment might take against Communist-line unions under existing 
statutes or procedures. 

LB. Government action against individual Communists 

I come now to the procedures available to the Government for pro- 
tection against individual Communist members of unions, as dis- 
tinguished from remedies against organizations. These remedies are, 
of course, those available against individuals generally, and are not 
limited to or peculiarly adapted to use against union members. 
Therefore, and since we have no special knowledge with regard to the 
operation of these remedies, I shall keep my outline of them very 
brief. However, it seems to me that some consideration of them is 
necessary to putting in its full context the problem to which this 
committee is addressing itself. 

These procedures which I shall next outline are very ably described 
in three excellent recent books on this general subject: Gellhorn, 
Security, Loyalty and Science; Lasswell, National Security and In- 
dividual Freedom; Barth, The Loyalty of Free Men. 

5. Sabotage and espionage —There are, of course. already on the 
books laws providing for the punishment of sabotage or espionage. 
The existing laws on these subjects were revised, extended, and 
strengthened at the request of the Department of Justice in 1950. 
The CIO, incidentally, supported these strengthening amendments 
to the sabotage and espionage laws. 

I therefore assume that the present laws are now fully adequate to 
deal with individual acts of sabotage or espionage, from the stand- 
point of criminal prosecution. Criminal punishment, however, enters 
the picture only after the act has been committed. There remains the 
further problem, to which the Federal loyalty program and other re- 
lated programs are addressed, of seeking to forestall such criminal 
sai 

The Federal loyalty program.—The scope and operations of the 
F a ‘al lovalty program are well known and have been amply de- 
scribed in numerous books and treatises. It applies only to employees 
of the Federal Government. 

7. The Industrial Employment Review Board, Department of De- 
fense, loyalty program.—Of greater importance in the present con- 
text is the loyalty program for employees of Government defense 
contractors. This program is administered by the armed services de- 
partments, with the worker having a right of appeal ultimately to the 
Industrial Employment Review Board, Department of Defense. It 
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applies to employees of Government contractors whose contracts in- 
volve the use of classified information. Under this program the 
Government requires the contractor to exclude from classified work 
and from the physical area involving access to classified information 
all workers who fail to pass the Government screening tests. We are 
experienced with that at the atomic bomb plant in Tennessee. Our 
union has cooperated and made valuable suggestions in regard to this 
in every Way. 

8. The Atomic Ene rgy Commission security loyalty program.—The 
Atomic Energy Act, under which the Atomic Energy Commission 
operates, provides not only for FBI investigation of the loyalty of 
all individuals to be employed by the Commission, but that no indi- 
vidual employed by a private contractor having relations with the 
AEC may be permitted by his employer— 
to have access to restricted data until the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall 
have made an investigation and report to the Commission on the character, 
associations, and loyalty of such individual and the Commission shall have deter 
mined that permitting such person to have access to restricted data will not 
endanger the common defense or security. 

Merchant marine personnel clearance.—A\\ merchant marine per- 
sonnel, licensed and unlicensed, are subject to security clearances ad- 
ministered by the Coast Guard. 

This completes, as far as I know, the roster of Government loyalty 
programs now in operation, although it is quite possible that I have 
overlooked some. 

10. Application of the Internal Security Act of 1950 to individual 
employment.—In addition to these loyalty programs which are pres- 
ently operative, the Internal Security Act of 1950, as I have already 
noted, bars from employment in defense facilities members of organ- 
izations compelled to register as Communist action organizations “and 
requires members of C ommunist-front or ganizations holding employ- 
ment in any defense facility to reveal their membership. These pro- 
visions are not as yet actually operative, because no organization has 
yet been compelled to register. The Subversive Activities Control 
Board is now holding hearings on the petition of the Government 
that the Communist Party be required to register as a Communist- 
action organization. 

tf, Zt he emergency detention provisions of the Internal Security 
Act of 1950.—Finally, the Internal Security Act of 1950, in title IT, 
establishes elaborate procedures for the internment during emergency 
en warrants issued by the Department of Justice “of ach person as 
to whom there is reasonable ground to believe that such person prob- 
ably will engage in, or probably will conspire with others to engage 
in. acts of espionage or sabotage.” 

This procedure is to come into operation in the event of any one 
of the following: 

(1) Invasion of the territory of the United States or its possessions. 

(2) Declaration of war by Congress, or 

(3) Insurrection within the United States in aid of a foreign enemy. 

Provision is made for review of detentions, first by a Detention 
Review Board and ultimately by the courts. In its review of deten- 
tions, the Board of Detention Review is to consider, among other 
things, as pointing to continued detention— 
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* * * the holding at any time after January 1, 1949, of membership in the 
Communist Party of the United States or any other organization or political 
party which seeks to overthrow or destroy by force and violence the Govern- 
ment of the United States or of any of its political subdivisions and the substi- 
tution therefor of a totalitarian dictatorship controlled by a foreign government. 

The Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation has repeatedly 
announced that his organization has its eye on every Communist Party 
member in the United States, and that it is prepared to intern them 
whenever the occasion arises. 


Ill. THERE IS NO NEED FOR ADDITIONAL LEGISLATION TO DEAL WITH 
COMMUNIST-DOMINATED UNIONS 


It is in this factual and legal context that I come finally to the 
question of whether there is a need at the present time for additional 
legislation to deal with the problem of Communist-dominated unions. 
The value judgment which must be made at this point is, as we all 
know, to balance the security needs of the Nation against the freedom 
of thought, of speech, and of association on which our democratic 
system rests. Different people will, because of their different back- 
grounds or divergent standards, necessarily arrive at different deci- 
ionss as to where the balance should be struck. 

We do not believe that any additional legislation is needed at the 
present time to deal with Communist-dominated unions. Permit me 
at this point to quote from the letter on this subject which President 
Murray wrote to this committee on January 9, 1952: 

As a basic philosophy, we in the CIO believe that the right of American 
workers to choose their own collective-bargaining representatives is as funda- 
mental to our democratic way of life as the right to speak, to worship, and to 
assemble freely with one’s fellow men. Encroachments upon this fundamental 
right to choose collective-bargaining representatives should never be under- 
taken except after a showing that such encroachments are vitally necessary to 
our national safety. We do not believe any such showing has been made. 

The espionage and sabotage laws, and the various loyalty- and se- 
curity-clearance programs, are presumably adequate, not only to pun- 
ish individual acts of espionage or sabotage but to provide reasonable 
assurance against their commission. The loyalty- and security-clear- 
ance programs presumably serve, moreover, to remove from defense 
facilities Communists who might form a core around which Com- 
munist control of a union could be built. 

What then is the danger which is thought to call for additional 
legislative machinery? Presumably it is that Communist-led unions 
may call strikes for the purpose of weakening the United States at 
some critical time. 

It does not appear to me that this danger is acute. The rank and 
file members, even of the Communist-led unions, are, for the most 
part, not themselves Communists but loyal Americans. If their lead- 
ers should urge on them a course of action evidently chosen for the 
purpose of weakening this country, they will refuse to follow such 
leaders. The longshoremen demonstrated that in 1950. The Com- 
munists got control of the miners of Australia, and the Communists 
called a strike. The miners of Australia repudiated their leader- 
ship and went back to work. At this point I should like to quote again 
from President Murray’s letter [reading]: 
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What then is the danger against which the Congress might seek to legislate? 
Is it the possibility that a union may seek to instigate a work stoppage, not to 
rectify the just grievances of the worker but to hamper production for our 
defense program and thus to aid Soviet Russia. But there has been no evidence 
of a single such stoppage despite a year and a half of the cold war in Korea and 
an even longer period of the cold war. One does not have far to go to find the 
reason why there have been no such stoppages. Any union leader today knows 
full well that American workers are sufficiently aware of the dangers of com- 
munism and sufliciently aroused against Communists that they would not follow 
those who sought to take them down the road to political work stoppages. Let 
me say on behalf of the CIO that we will be alert to expose any false labor 
leaders Who might bring about stoppages of work for political purposes and 
we will make common cause with all those who seek to prevent or terminate such 
stoppages. 

We do not care where they happen in our country. 

Moreover, if the international crisis grows much more severe, the 
Government presumably will be in a position, if it wishes to do so, 
to use the detention procedures of the Internal Security Act of 1950. 
When it does, it can, if it deems it necessary, intern these Communist 
union leaders. 

What remains, then, is the theoretical possibility that during this 
period of half-war there may be some loss of production due to 
political strikes incited by Communist-line union leaders. Even 
through this danger is not, in our opinion, very impressive, it might 
nevertheless justify legislation to meet it if a preventive could be 
devised which would be at once effective and not ‘itself objectionable. 

The only remedy which has been suggested which, in my opinion, 
would be effective to displace Communist-led unions is a Government 
directive to employers not to recognize certain unions. This amounts, 
whether or not it is so labeled, to Government licensing of trade- 
unions. It means that the Government determines which unions are 
legitimate and may continue to function, and which shall be pro- 
scribed. You will find that condition in Latin America where, if 
you back the man, you will have a charter. If you lose, you are out. 

At this point I again quote from President Murray’s letter : 

We believe that if the Government undertakes to determine what unions can 
represent workers in this country, it will have embarked upon the long trail 
toward Government control of unions. In the dictatorships of the world, 
unions exist at the sufferance of the state. We in America do not want to take 
a single step in that direction. 

Hitler took over the unions when he appointed his gangsters to 
head them and jailed the trade-union leaders. 

Government licensing of unions would, in our opinion, be justified, 
if ever, only in a desperate situation and as a last resort. It is em- 
phatically not something that should be lightly undertaken to meet 
a hypothetical danger. 

Government licensing of unions would inevitably involve thought 
control, since it woul L turn not on acts but on beliefs and loyalties. 
The determination of whether a union should be proscribed would 
necessarily reflect the individual political and economic views and 
attitudes of the Government officials making the determination. Once 
the gate is opened to Government proscribing of unions, the tempta- 
tion will be present to use the device to destroy any union with whose 
objectives the administration in power may not happen to agree. 

Actually there now exists in the registration provisions of the Mc- 
Carran Act a procedure very similar to that which has been suggested 
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for proscribing unions for Communist leadership. I have quoted 
above the criteria which the McCarran Act sets forth for determining 
whether organizations are “Communist front” or “communist action.” 
These criteria are vague. Many of them are directed to ideas, beliefs, 
thoughts, and associations, rather than acts. This objectionable 
vagueness, this element of thought control, inheres in the nature of an 
approach which deals with behef rather than conduct. It could not 
be avoided in any attempt to license unions on the basis of the loyalty 
of their leadership. 

For these reasons the CIO continues to oppose the enactment of 
any additional legislation to deal with the subject of Communist- 
dominated unions. That is the position taken in President Murray’s 
letter of January 9, which reads in full as follows: 


CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., January 9, 1952. 
Hon. Husert HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I am writing in further response to your letter of 
November 7, 1951, to state the position of the Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions on the question of a legislative pregram to deal with Communist-dominated 
unions. 

It is the position of the CIO that legislation in this field is both unnecessary 
and unwise. As a basic philosophy, we in the ClO believe that the right of 
American workers to choose their own collective-bargaining representatives is 
as fundamental to our democratic way of life as the right to speak, to worship, 
and to assemble freely with one’s fellow men. Encroachments upon this funda- 
mental right to choose collective-bargaining representatives should never be 
undertaken except after a showing that such encroachments are vitally neces- 
sary to our national safety. We do not believe any such showing has been made. 

We in the CIO yield to no group in our opposition te communism, We have 
demonstrated this feeling by our actions in expelling from the CIO those unions 
whose leaders have sought to aid the program and purposes of the Communist 
Party. But, as your report shows, these expulsions were based on decisions 
made by the CIO as the chosen representatives of many millions of workers. 
Because these expulsions were the decisions of the representative of the workers 
themselves and not a Government fiat, the unions which were expelled from 
the ClO have not achieved martyrdom. On the contrary, these unions have 
heen brought into disrepute in the eyes of the workers of America and they 
have been losing ground since their expulsion. 

We believe that if the Government undertakes to determine what unions 
can represent workers in this country, it will have embarked upon the long 
trail toward Government control of unions. In the dictatorships of the world, 
unions exist at the sufferance of the state. We in America do not want to take 
a single step in that direction. 

What are the dangers against which the Congress might seek to legislate? 
The Government has adequate power today to screen out of defense plants 
those individual members of any union who might seek to aid the purposes of 
the Communist Party and of Soviet Russia by committing espionage or sabotage. 
Indeed, the Department of Defense has in operation a program for determining 
“security risks” in defense plants; access to classified information is immediately 
denied those “security risks.” 

What then is the danger against which the Congress might seek to legislate? 
It is the possibility that a union may seek to instigate a work stoppage, not 
to rectify the just grievances of the workers but to hamper production for 
our defense program and thus to aid Soviet Russia. But there has been no 
evidence of a single such stoppage despite a year and a half of the war in Korea 
and an even longer period of the cold war. One does not have far to go to 
find the reason why there have been no such stoppages. Any union leader today 
knows full well that American workers are sufficiently aware of the dangers 
of communism and sufficiently aroused against Communists that they would 
not follow those who sought to take them down the road to political work 
stoppages. Let me say on behalf of the CIO that we will be alert to expose 
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any false labor leaders who might bring about stoppages of work for political 
purposes, and we will make common cause with all those who seek to prevent 
or terminate such stoppages. 

Government regulations in this field has failed. The Taft-Hartley affidavit 
has not hurt the Communist and pro-Communist trade-union leaders, who have 
found easy ways around this provision. Some have resigned their positions and 
administered their union affairs through fronts; others have signed the affidavits 
and used them as badges of decency. This ill-conceived provision stands as 
a warning against further congressional action. 

Just as surely as the Taft-Hartley Act has failed in its efforts to deal with the 
Communist problem in American unions, just so surely have we in the CIO 
succeeded in dealing with the problem in the market place of trade-union ideas 
The Communists are on the run in the labor movement ; their influence is declin 
ing day after day. Legislation, with all its inherent dangers, is not necessary 
to keep them on the run and to reduce their powers to insignificance. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHittp MURRAY 
Except as set forth in President Murray’s letter, the CLO has not taken 
any Official position on this subject. I make no recommendation with 
regard to enlargement or extension of the Government’s administra 
tive or executive procedures in this field. The CIO has taken no 
position on this subject. 

In conclusion, let me assure you once more that we in the CLO will 
continue to.do everything we can to wipe out the remaining pockets of 
Communist leadership in the trade-union movement. If we are as 
successful in this respect in the next 5 years as we have been in the 
past, the problem will exist no longer. 

I want to add this. We have a union or two, one in particular that 
I am dealing with that has some of the lower brackets which contain 
Communists and are trying to direct that union. I have had confer 
ences with the top leadership of that union. We are calling upon that 
union to go down further and drive them from local leadership. That 
will possibly be the next step of the CIO. We intend to eradicate them. 
We believe we are the force that can do it. We call upon the Congress 
to give organized labor more decent recognition and quit kicking us 
around as in the steel situation, when a decent union carries out all 
the procedures laid down in the American way of presenting your 
case to a public tribunal and getting a decision. Now the press and 
the Congress, many Members, want to kick that union in the teeth and 
the trade-union movement with it instead of developing those proe- 
esses to bring industrial peace. I want to thank the committee for this 
opportunity to appear. I hope this will be of help to you. It is an 
honest, sincere belief we have after experience, hard-rock experience, 
battling the Commies right down at the level of the rank and file. 

Thank you. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Haywood, on behalf of this committee | 
want to thank you and thank Mr. Murray and the officers of the CLO 
for your testimony. I think you know, as you stated in the beginning 
of your commentary today, that our questions directed to you and to 
your organization mean we are in search of your opinions. We did 
not enter these hearings with any preconceived notions of what could 

r should be done. I ‘personally entered these hearings with the full 
knowindin or at least a relatively full knowledge of the excellent work 
which has been done by the national officers of the CIO, your executive 
committee, and your conventions in recent years. I publicly pay trib- 
ute to what has been accomplished both here at home and in particular 
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to the work of the CLO and the American Federation of Labor and 
other legitimate trade-union organizations for their work abroad. 

I have said to every witness from the labor movement that has come 
before this committee that I think it is a crying shame that the Amer- 
ican people do not know more of the truth of what has been accom- 
plished and the present efforts which have been made, and successful 
efforts, by American free labor to rid itself first of all of Communist 
infiltration and, second, to lead the fight for free trade unionism 
throughout the world. 

I have talked to our representatives from abroad. I have talked 
to them while I was in Western Europe this past year. I 
think it.is fair to say without the help of the American free trade- 
union movement that many of the organizations in Europe today that 
are free from communism would have been completely Communist 
controlled. The work in Italy and the work in France, the work in 
Germany and the work in other countries of Europe has been phenom- 
enal. It has been wonderful. It needs encouragement rather than 
the kind of abuse which it sometimes receives. 

We are going to proceed with these hearings until we get a good 
cross-section of representative American thought on this subject. We 
are not as yet ready to complete our hearings. As long as the non- 
Communist affidavit is on the books as the law, it ought to be enforced. 
I have felt personally that some of these people that have signed 
these non-Communist affidavits in open defiance of the intent and 
purpose of the law should, as individuals, be brought to the bar of 
justice. Tam speaking now in this line: Here is a man that comes up 
and signs a non-Communist affidavit who is sincerely a non-Com- 
munist. He has been a legitimate, militant, and active American 
trade-unionist. Here comes another man who resigned from the Com- 
munist Party. He signs it and he stands on an equal footing before 
the agencies of Government of the United States and before public 
opinion. It seems to me that non-Communist affidavits have done a 
disservice to those who have fought the good fight for years for legit- 
imate trade-unionism and puts a badge of respectability on others. 

Mr. Hayrwoop. It gives them shelter. We are meeting them daily 
now. He is a non-Commie, but he is fighting for the party program 
under a shield. We have confidence in your fairness and in your de- 
sire to do something constructive and good. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Sigal, I want to thank you for being as patient as you were the 
other day. You are to follow through on the testimony of Mr. Carey. 


TESTIMONY OF BENJAMIN C. SIGAL, GENERAL COUNSEL FOR THE 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE 
WORKERS, CIO 


Mr. Steau. My name is Benjamin C. Sigal. I am an attorney at 
law practicing in Washington, D. C. I am general counsel for the 
International Union of Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers, C1O. 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee to discuss the question of what measures, if any, should now be 
taken by our Government to deal with the problem of Communist- 
dominated labor unions. In response to an inquiry from this sub- 
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committee I have, heretofore, submitted in writing an outline of my 
ideas on (1) whether or not new legislation is now required; and (2) 
suggestions outside of the legislative approach. I took the position 
that legislation is not required or justified at this time, but that certain 
administrative procedures should be adopted by the Department of 
Defense in connection with the granting and administration of de- 
fense contracts. 

Senator Humpnrey. I want to say for the purposes of the record 
that the approach which you have taken is in line with the thinking 
of the subcommittee in the sense that we have no preconceived no- 
tions here. I make this clear because those who have attempted to be- 
smireh this committee and the work of its members by alleging that 
its members already have some preconceived idea of what we ought 
todo. There are some forces in this country that have made up their 
minds what we are going todo. As Mr. Haywood pointed out, we are 
called “the tools of Wall Street,” and that is in quotes, “imperialists,” 
and “warmongers,” and all the other adjectives and phrases that can 
be conjured up to discredit the work of the subcommittee. 

The longer this campaign of vituperation and acrimony continues, 
the greater the desire on the part of the chairman of this committee 
to carry right on with these hearings and to proceed to an objective of 
assisting and aiding in the legitimate protection of the legitimate 
trade-unions of this country and their relationships with legitimate 
employers. We seek to protect the national security without in any 
way weakening civil liberties or our civil rights. 

No Member “of the Senate took a more active position on battling 
egainst certain thought-control provisions in the McCarran Act than 
the chairman of this subcommittee. I still recognize my responsibility 
when you are dealing with a conspiratorial force which ignores all 
rules of conduct of a democratic society That is what we have to 
keep in mind, the Communist apparatus does not operate within the 
normal rules of men and nations. It is a law unto itself. It is a 
force unto itself. 

I cannot help but think about the Korean truce negotiations. T have 
had people say, “How do you explain this?” I said that all you have 
ever had to do was to be a member of a union which was Communist- 
dominated and you will recognize the same delaying tactics, the same 
efforts being made solely for propaganda purposes, the same pattern. 
I wish these guys would get original. It is like a broken record. They 
apply the same technique from the humblest social club up to the 
great international conference. It is the same old pattern, the same 
old design, the same old misrepresentation and falsehood, the same 
activity. It is an amazing thing to watch from the lowest unit of 
organization of society up to the national and international organiza- 
tions and bodies which are now considering some of the great prob- 
lems. 

Mr. Sigau I think there is no question the record justifies your 
statement. It is on the basis of some experience along those lines that 
we have made our proposal here to fashion it to meet the peculiar prob- 
lems involved. 

The first question to be considered in such an investigation iS, of 
course, whether or not there are pressing problems which require an 
immediate solution. I firmly believe that at the present time the 
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country is confronted with such a situation, because the Communist- 
domination of certain unions may seriously affect the security of our 
defense program. In the testimony which Mr. James B. Carey has 
just submitted to this committee on June 13, 1952, he has demonstrated, 
1 think conclusively, that there is a serious present threat. In view 
of his statement, I do not deem it necessary for me to elaborate on that 
aspect of the matter. 

Mr. Carey submitted to your committee a proposal for adminis- 
trative handling of this problem. I propose to limit my remarks to 
an examination of some of the legal questions which have been raised 
concerning Mr. Carey’s proposal. That proposal may be stated as 
follows: The Department of Defense should, by regulation, establish 
a tripartite committee within the Department consisting of an equal 
number of representatives from industry, labor, and the procurement 
agencies. The function of this committee would be to determine 
whether or not a union representing employees of a contractor or a 
prospective contractor is a security risk. An investigation of this 
question with respect to any union could be initiated “either by the 
procurement agencies or by the committee itself. If, after investiga- 
tion and hearing by this committee the union is found, by a majority 
of the committee, to be Communist-dominated, the Department of 
Defense, through its Munitions Board, would take the following 
action: (@) in the case of a prospective contractor, it will refuse to 
give him a contract; (6) in the case of a contractor already in the 
course of performing his contract, the Board will cancel the contract 
If the Department of Defense is unable to have a particular defense 
item manufactured in other facilities, the Department would seek an 
injunction against the employer requiring him to discontinue collec- 
tive-bargaining relations with the union so long as he is engaged in the 
production of “the particular defense item. “All the foregoing pro- 
cedures would be established by amendments to existing regulations 
issued by the Munitions Board. 

The first legal question raised with reference to this proposal is 
whether or not the Department of Defense has the authority to pro- 
mulgate and enforce such a program as above outlined. In my opinion 
it does have such authority. This committee is doubtless aware that 
the Munitions Board now exercises very extensive authority over con- 
tractors with respect to preserving the security of classified matter. 
It has issued extensive and detailed regulations on the subject in its 
manual titled “Industrial Security Manual for Safeguarding Classi- 
fied Matter,” dated January 28, 1951. These regulations apply from 
the moment a prospective contractor is being considered for a contract, 
and when he does receive a contract the regulations are made a part 
thereof. They impose heavy obligations on him to preserve the se- 
curity of information or material of any nature which, in the interests 
of national security, must be safeguarded. Section 4 of that manual 
provides : 


The contractor shall exclude (this does not imply dismissal or separation of 
any employee) from any part of its plants, factories or sites at which work for 
any military department is being performed, any person or persons to whom the 
Secretary of the military department concerned, or his duly authorized repre- 
sentative, in the interests of security, may designate in writing. 


In his testimony before this committee, Mr. John Small, Chairman 
of the Munitions Board, declared that its basic legal authority for 
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protection of classified information rests on the following legislation : 
(a): Title 5, section 22, of the United States Code, which provides the 
Department with authority to prescribe regulations: (6) the Armed 
Service Program Act of 1947; and (c) the various espionage acts on 
the statute books. 

None of the legislation on which the Munitions Board appears to rely 
places any specific regulatory authority in the Munitions Board or 
the Department of Defense encompassing the kind of action which is 
set forth in the regulation quoted above. However, it seems fair to 
say that this legislation does reveal a public policy to safeguard classi- 
fied materials which Government agencies may implement ‘within their 
respective spheres. The Munitions Board has done so by providing 
that its security regulations shall become a part of all contracts. Each 
contractor has a legal obligation to carry out those regulations in his 
own plant. On failure or refusal to comply a contractor is subject to 
the usual actions for a breach of contract, including cancellation of the 
contract. 

Mr. Barvasu. Do these same regulations apply to subcontractors ¢ 

Mr. Siaav, Yes. 

Mr. Barsasn. They do? 

Mr. S1eau. That is my impression. 

The Munitions Board declares, however, that it cannot issue any 
regulations or take any action with respect to persons who do not 
come into direct contact with classified information; or, to put it in 
another manner, their claim is that they do not have authority to issue 
regulations going beyond the employees of the contractor. In his 
testimony to this committee Mr. Small failed to point out why the 
line can be drawn only at the place where the Munitions Board has 
drawn it. Indeed, in view of the recognition which Mr. Small has 
given to the substantial security threat which inheres in the continued 
activity of Communist-dominated unions in defense plants, it is difli- 
cult to understand and justify the unwillingness of the Munitions 
Board to devise regulations which will provide the necessary pro- 
tection. 

As this committee knows, there is a very persuasive precedent for the 
proc ‘edure we recommend in the action taken by the Atomic Energy 
Commission with respect to the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine 
Workers of America and the United Public Workers in 1948. I know 
you have gone into that question extensively so I shall merely outline 
it. On November 1, 1948, after considerable investigation, the Atomic 
Knergy Commission directed the General Electric Co. to withdraw 
and withhold recognition from the United Electrical, Radio, and Ma- 
chine Workers of America in respect to any employees of General 
Electric engaged on work in AEC-owned or AEC-leased installations 
in Schenectady, N. Y., or engaged in atomic energy work which the 
AEC defines as classified. This action was taken in the face of a 
collective bargaining contract between GE and UE covering such em- 
ployees. General Electric complied with the request. UE brought 
suit against AEC and GE in the Federal court in the District of Co- 
lumbia. The suit was dismissed by the court. 

The basis of the AEC action was that the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion was obliged to see that atomic energy facilities were operated i ina 
manner calculated to insure that those who participate in the program 
are loyal to the United States. AEC does not, however, limit this 
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requirement merely to those who are employees of a contractor. It is 
the position of the Atomic Energy Commission that those who exercise 
administrative, negotiating, and disciplinary authority over employees 
of contractors should be subject to the same type of investigation as 
the employees themselves. In accordance with this concept, the AEC 
had asked the officers of UE to submit to this kind of investigation. 
These officers refused to do so. Thereupon, AEC took the action noted 
above and gave three reasons for doing so: First, the failure of UE 
officers to execute non-Communist affidavits under the Taft- Hartley 

Act; second, other information indicating that UE national iene 
were sympathetic to communism, and exercised administrative, nego- 
tiating, and disciplinary authority over the local officers and members ; 

and, third, the failure of UE officers to submit to security investiga- 
tions by AEC. Although the UE national officers have since filed 
non- -Communist affidavits, the AEC has not modified or withdrawn 
its directive. 

Concurrent with its action against UE, the AEC took similar action 
for similar reasons against the United Public Workers, who repre- 
sented employees at the Argonne National Laboratory, University of 
Chicago. That union had not, however, obtained exclusive representa- 
tion rights of those employees. On September 27, 1948, the AEC 
directed the university as the contractor for Argonne “to continue to 
refrain from recognition” of the UPW at the Argonne Laboratory. 

When representatives of the Atomic Energy Commission testified 
before this subeommittee they were unable to point out what provision 
of the Atomic Energy Act gave specific authority for the action they 
took. Mr. Rodger Harris, assistant general counsel of the AEC, when 
asked by Senator Morse what spec ‘ific section he relied on to support 
AEC security procedure, replied that the Commission relied on the 
total act to find its authority to do what it did in the UE case, not any 
specific provision. In our opinion, the language of the Atomic Energy 
Act is no more specific in giving to the Atomic Energy Commission 
authority for its action in the UE case than is the language of the 
various acts on which the Munitions Board relies to support its security 
regulations. 

Mr. Small cited several reasons why the Department of Defense 

could not follow the action of the Atomic Energy Commission. These 
were, in substance: First, that the AEC action was taken at a time 
when the UE had not filed non-Communist affidavits; second, that the 
UE was expelled from a Government-owned facility and not from the 
facility of a private contractor; and, third, that the AEC had particu- 
lar and express authority bestowed upon it by the Atomic Energy 
Act to deal with potential subversives, while the Department of 
Defense has only very general authority and is without the necessary 
legal authority to cope with this problem. Nevertheless, according 
to Mr. Small, the Department did previously offer to change its secu- 
rity criteria and procedures to bar Communist-dominated unions pro- 
vided that the contractors would not be subject to the hazard of an 
unfair labor practice charge. That proposal in itself nullifies all of 
the previous objections. 

The NLRB refused to give such assurances in advance, although it 
did say that it would accord great weight to actions of contractors and 
employers pursuant to directives of the Department of Defense. 
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Senator Humpnrey. In other words, there was a series of meetings. 
The NLRB refused to make a prejudgment on any of these issues until 
a case actually came to the Board, but it did indicate in its conferences 
with the Munitions Board officials that it would give great considers- 
tion, due consideration, to any regulations or rules promulgated by 
the Defense Department or Munitions Board insofar as they related 
to security and insofar as those security measures related to representa- 
tion or a union representing workers in a security plant. 

Mr. Sieau. I go into that further here: Mr. Herzog himself in his 
testimony emphasized they would give great weight, although he 
would make no commitment in advance. 

Let us examine each of these reasons. Although the AEC did cite 
the UE’s failure to file non-Communist affidavits as one of the reasons 
for its action, it was not a primary one, as shown by the fact that the 
AEC did not change its position after the officers of UE did file the 
affidavits. Secondly, the fact that UE was expelled from a Govern- 
ment-owned facility appears to us to be absolutely immaterial. It is 
not the ownership of the facility, but the nature of the production 
that goes on within it that is most significant. Another important 
question«is, Who is the employer? Even though atomic energy in- 
stallations may be Government-owned, they are privately operated, 
and the contractors are the employers. ‘There is no relevant. distine- 
tion then on this ground between AEC contractors and contractors 
with’ whom the Munitions Board deals. Thirdly, the question of 
whether the AEC had particular and express authority to take action 
against UE was answered, as shown above, by counsel for AEC, who 
admitted that there is no particular and express authority for that 
action. 

Lastly, Mr. Small is concerned about the right of the Munitions 
Board to direct a contractor to discontinue collective-bargaining rela- 
tions with a union which has been certified by the National Labor 
Relations Board. It should be noted, in the first place, that the pro- 
posal Mr. Carey has made would not, except in rare instances, require 
the Board to direct the contractor to discontinue such relations. In 
the case of a prospective contractor, the Board would simply decline 
to place a contract in a plant in which is found that a security prob- 
lem exists. There would be no occasion for any demand for discon- 
tinuance of recognition in such a situation. Furthermore, where the 
contract is already being performed there would, likewise, be no de- 
mand for discontinuance of recognition in the ordinary case if the 
tripartite committee found that the union, whose members were em- 
ployed on defense work, was a security threat. The Munitions Board 
woul simply cancel the contract. Here again there would be no 
demand for a rupture of relations with the certified bargaining agent. 
Only in the special situation where the Department of Defense could 
not place the contract in another plant would the necessity arise for 
taking more stringent measures. In such case we propose that the 
Munitions Board go to court and obtain an injunction restraining the 
contractor from continuing to deal with the bargaining agent. The 
basis of the injunction would be the regulation providing that such 
action would be taken if the tripartite committee found that the union 
was Communist-dominated. 

In our opinion this procedure does adequately safeguard the rights 
of employees to join unions of their own choice in a situation where 
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the interests of national security are involved, and there would be no 
undue interference with collective bargaining. An examination of 
the principles heretofore adopted by the National Labor Relations 
Board would, we think, support our contention. Mr. Herzog and 
Mr. Bott to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Mr. Barsasu. What would be the statutory basis for that injunc- 
tion ? 

Mr. Sieau. It would not have a statutory basis. It would be con- 
tractual, primarily, in the sense that the regulations under which the 
contract is made it would make such a provision. The injunction 
would be to enforce the conditions under which the contract is granted. 
That would be the thing. There would not be a legislative basis for 
it. 

The National Labor Relations Board has exercised the power to 
condition a certification of collective-bargaining representative upon 
compliance with the security regulations of a governmental agency. 
In the General Electric case (89 N. L. R. B. 726), the Board ex- 
pressly declared that it would condition any certification resulting 
from elections at the atomic energy installation at the Schenectady 
works upon compliance with the security requirements of the Atomic 
Energy Commission. The Board stated (footnote 56, p. 789) : 

The record shows that the Atomic Energy Commission has established certain 
security requirements applicable to labor organizations, and to their officers, 
as a condition of their being recognized as the representative of employées at 
the employer’s atomic energy operations at the Schenectady works. We have 
been advised generally by that Commission of the scope and purpose of these 
security requirements. Accordingly, any certification resulting from elections 
herein directed on behalf of employees of the atomic-energy operations will 
be conditioned upon compliance, by the certified unions, with the security require- 
ments of the Atomic Energy Commission, a matter exclusively within the juris- 
diction of that Commission. 

This qualification has been regularly used by the Board in direction 
of elections at atomic energy installations. Thus, the Board has 
explicitly recognized that a union’s ability to meet security standards 
imposed by the Federal Government constitutes a material part of its 
capacity to function as a bargaining agent. Moreover, even where 
a certification was issued without such qualifications, it is our opinion 
that under established principles the Board could revoke the certifica- 
tion if the bargaining agent subsequently refused to comply with 
security requirements. The Board has long held the view that a 
certification may and should be revoked for. any reason that would 
have justified the Board in refusing to issue the certification originally. 
Thus, in Lane Wells Co. (79 N. L. R. B. 252, 265) the Board, dis- 
cussing the question of continued compliance with the registration 
requirements of the Taft-Hartley Act, Seated 

The Board has the power to police its own certification * * * If changing 
circumstances should give rise to a situation in which the Board for policy 
reasons would not issue a certification in the first instance, it has power, either 
on its own motion or that of the employer, to recall a certificate. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Sigal, I have not had a chance to check your 
full statement. Am I correct in my understanding that it is your 
position and the position of the CIO that there is existing at the pres- 
ent time adequate procedures for the policing of communism in Amer- 
ican unions without the addition of more legislation on the books? 
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Mr. Sicau. I will speak for myself and I think I can speak also for 
the IUE. The CIO testified this morning on its position in general. 
When you say there is adequate machinery on the books for polici ing, it 
is our position no additional legislation is required of any kind. 

Senator Morse. Am I to understand from what I have heard thus 
far that it is your position that the National Labor Relations Board 
has the jurisdiction and the authority to police communism in Amer- 
ican unions if it wants to exercise that jurisdiction and authority 
either by denying certification or by denying bargaining rights after 
certain certification upon a showing there is communism domin: ating 
a given union ¢ 

Mr. Sieaut. No. We say the Board has no such authority. Our 
position is a very limited one. I am just stating it now. I point out 
that the Board does recognize that where an agency of Government 
has, pursuant to its authority, placed certain qualific ations on the 
right of a union to deal with one of its contractors in defense work, 
the Board will enforce that within its own procedures. 

Senator Morse. Is it not true that the Board has certified the 
union that now has the contract with General Electric and is it not 
true that you people take the position that the union that he has con- 
tract with General Elecric is Communist-dominated ? 

Mr. Sieau. It is our position that one of the unions with which 
General Electric deals is Communist-dominated. 

Senator Morse. General Electric has not ceased to do business with 
that union ¢ 

Mr. Sica. No; except in one place under direction from the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

Senator Morse. Would you deny that the National Labor Relations 
Board has jurisdiction to police that situation with laws that you 
say are on the books which makes it possible ? 

Mr. Sicau. I am just setting that forth. There is no law if you 
mean specific legislation, which gives the Board authority to do so. 
I say there is not any. 

Senator Morse. So long as an employer such as General Electric 
wishes to enter into a contract with what you allege to be a Communist 
dominated union, what can stop it / 

Mr. Sieau. I am saying now that if the AEC, as it has done and the 
Board has recognized its authority to do so and has conditioned its 
certification on that qualification that the AEC has established—the 
point I have just made as you came in was that if the National Labor 
Relations Board has authority to refuse a certification for that reason, 
it has the authority to revoke the certification for the same reason. 

Senator Morse. Suppose } you had not got a Government agency such 
as the Atomic Energy Commission. Suppose you just havea situation 
between employer X'and union Y. 

Mr. SieaL. We make no such contention. ‘The basis of our position 
s this, and only this: That in defense plants where there is work of 
a classified nature involved where an appropriate Government agency, 
id we say the Munitions Board, which places the contract in the par- 
ticular plant, or the AEC, finds under procedures which we think 

should be adopted, that a union is a Communist-dominated union and 
sa security threat, not merely Communist-dominated but in the par 
ticular situation is a security threat, then we say that the Munitions 
Board should cancel the contract of the employer. 
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Senator Morse. I can understand that in a defense plant. 

Mr. Sieau. That is all we are talking about. 

Senator Morse. That is not all this committee is talking about or 
interested in. This committee has before it the question of broad 
American public policy as to whether or not a given union, upon proof 
that it is Communist-dominated, is seeking to use the benefits given 
to that union through the National Labor ‘Relations Act. The ques- 
tion we have to answer as far as our recommendations to the Congress 
are concerned is: Should those collective-bargaining rights be made 
available through any agency of Government to a Communist -domi- 
nated union ? 

If I understand you correctly on the basis of existing procedure there 
is nothing that can be done about it by the National Labor Relations 
Board unless there is some other agency such as the Atomic Energy 
Commission, which, for security reasons, can say to the National Labor 
Relations Board, “Revoke the rights of this union. 

There is a broader question of security than just the question of 
security connected with the defense plant involved. There is the 
broader question of security for the country as a whole as to whether 
or not we are going to use the agencies of the Government and the 
benefits of Government to foster communism within American trade- 
unions which we will be doing if in the absence of legislation denying 
it we permit, for example, a union, assuming for a moment you are 
right in your allegations concerning the General Electric Co. and the 
union doing business with some of its plants in regard to which the 
charge is made that it is Communist-dominated—if that is true, then 
my premise is we had better do something about it. I cannot agree 
with the CIO that we as legislators ought to sit back and say to you 
fellows in labor, “You can fight it out bet ween a non-Communist union 
and a Communist union for bargaining privileges with that 
emp lover.’ 

There is a public interest involved that we cannot relegate to you 
people in labor or to the General Electric Co. as an employer because 
if that union is Communist-dominated, then its philosophy is to use 
unionism as a device to affect, in due course of time, an overthrow of 
this Government. As you know, then they are your worst enemies. 
Therefore, I cannot accept the CIO premise we should sit by here as 
legislators and allow you fellows to fight communism in your own 
way within the labor movement. We have to get a law on the books 
that will say to the National Labor Relations Board if a showing is 
made that this is a Communist-dominated union, the people of this 
country are not going to put their sanction on that union by letting 
it use the priv ileges of the National Labor Relations Board for carry- 
ing on collective. bargaining negotiations with General Electric. I 
am just using that as a horrible : example. 

Assuming for the sake of argument that it is true, as is so fre- 
quently contended, that the General Electric Co has persisted for its 
own reasons in carrying on negotiations with a union that is alleged 
to be Communist-dominated. If you can make those facts stick, we 
had better take care by legislation of both the union and the General 
Electric Co., because they both, if those facts are true, are not acting 
in the public interest. 

I do not know why the General Electric Co. should have the right 
to use the agency of Government, the National Labor Relations Board, 
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to carry on collective-bargaining negotiations that are permitted un- 
der the National Labor Relations Act. I have not heard your whole 
testimony yet. Knowing you as I do—and I have tremendous respect 
for your knowledge of this subject, and I want to take this moment to 
say although Mr. ‘Sigal and I may disagree here again this morning, 
as we did on occasions during the war when he was a ver y able repre- 
sentative in connection with the work of the National’ War Labor 
Board, I am very happy to see him before us this morning, because 
you have here a man whose judgment in the field of labor law and in 
the field of 1: iar relations is entitled to the very careful consideration 
of this committee. But he knows me well enough to know when I 
disagree with him I say so on the record. 

If his position here this morning is that we do not need any legisla- 
tion, I wait to hear his discussion of the hypothetical I have just pre- 
sented to him. I am not so sure it is very hypothetical. 

Mr. Sicat. You have raised a lot of questions. I do not know that 
I can answer them all at this point. I would like to say that I attempt 
to answer most of them in the course of my testimony, but our recom- 
mendation to this committee is that aside from the matter of the 
security problem in defense plants, no additional legislation is neces- 
sary. We feel that the laws that are on the books are sufficient to 
meet whatever problems arise outside of defense plants. There is 
the over-all problem of to what extent the Government should inter- 
fere with the right of employees to make a free choice of their collec- 
tive-bargaining agent. That is the basic problem. We think there 
should be no interference with that choice, except on very strong 
justification. We think that justification does not exist outside of 
the defense or the security problem; that insofar as American indus- 
try outside of that area is concerned, we think that the recent ex 
perience and activity of organized labor has shown that labor can 
and will take care of the problem through its own democratic proc- 
esses and do it very quickly. 

But the only justification at this time for suggesting any kind - 
procedure, administrative or otherwise, is that we are in a cold wa 
that there is a security problem. It is only to meet that problem we 
think that any action should be taken. Our suggestion is that the 
problem is of such a nature that something so inflexible and perma- 
nent as a statute is ordinarily ought not to be used for the purpose, 
because it is a problem which may very well disappear, assuming that 
the cold war ends very shortly and everything becomes peaceful and 
happy between the two parts of the world now in conflict. 

Senator Morse. Would I live so long. 

Senator Humenrey. On what basis do you make that assumption ¢ 

Mr. Stcau. I say the particular situation confronting the world at 
this particular time and the particular kind of international tension 
we have requires that something be done, but not something of 
permanent nature that has been suggested for controlling all een. 
munist-dominated unions. 

In its sixteenth annual report, recently issued, the Board stated . 
(pp. 61-62) : 

While the Board continues to give effect to the principle that the selection of 
a bargaing agent is primarily a matter for the employee’s own choice, it 
adheres also to the policy that it will not direct an election or issue a certification 
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when the proposed bargaining agent lacks the necessary qualifications and 
therefore is incapable of serving as a bona fide representative of the employees. 

Mr. Bernstern. That portion of the report refers to a union which 
is organized by or principally composed of supervisors; isn’t that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Sicau. Yes. The authority for that statement in this report 
consists of those cases. But the principle is stated that the Board will 
and does police its certification on the basis of the principles stated. 

In one of its well-known decisions, Larus & Brothers Co. (62 
N. L. R. B. 1075), the Board stated that it would withhold or with- 
draw a certification from a former labor organization on proof that 
the union will not accord effective representation to all employees in 
a bargaining unit. There was a race question involved there. 

Mr. Bernsrern. It never has revoked a certification on that issue ? 

Mr. Sicat. Not tomy knowledge, but they set forth the principle in 
the case. 

Since the Board, in the General Electric and other cases involving 
atomic energy installations, has determined that compliance with 
Federal security requirements is part of a union’s capacity to act as 
collective bargaining representative, it would follow that the Board 
could and would vacate the certification of a union that could not 
meet such requirements. 

It has long been a policy of the Board that where the recognized or 
certified agent is incapicitated for any reason to act as such agent the 
employees may petition for the designation of a bargaining agent 
even though the collective bargaining contract is still in effect. (See 
Sixteenth Annual Report, pp. 70-72.) Consequently, if as a result 
of any action by the Munitions Board a collective bargaining agent 
is deprived of its privileges, the employees should be able successful- 
ly to petition the Board to hold an election to determine the choice of 
another bargaining agent. 

When Mr. Herzog, Chairman of the NLRB, testified before this 
committee he appeared to doubt that the principle of the General 
Electric case could be applied to other defense agencies. His posi- 
tion appears to be that the Atomic Energy Commission has relatively 
few establishments, which it owns and operates through private con- 
tractors, whereas the Department of Defense deals with large num- 
bers of contractors who operate their own plants. This is an ex- 
tremely fragile argument. Mr. Herzog makes several untenable 
assumptions. In the first place, he assumes that there will be a vast 
number of installations in which it will be found that the national 
security interest is of such a nature as to require the exclusion of Com- 
munist-dominated unions. There is no justification for such an as- 
sumption. In the second place, even if it were true that the number 
of installations involved is very substantial, the overriding question 
is one of national security. If a security problem is found to exist, 
preventative measures must be taken. It should make no difference 
how many installations are involved. It is an extraordinary propo- 
sition to assert that a Federal agency should concern itself with the 
security problem if the number of plants involved is small, but that 
it should not concern itself if the number is large. It is incon- 
ceivable to me that Chairman Herzog appreciated the implications of 
his statement when he made it. When Mr. Herzog was specifically 
questioned as to what powers the AEC has that the Department of 


Latest Sh 


ei L LRRD RSE ERE READABLE AM ELAN SARE Ri Slt CER A 


a 


sida: 


pa ee 














COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 293 


Defense does not have which would require different action by NLRB 
in the two situations, he was unable to give an answer. We think that 
no sound answer can ’be given. 

The unfair labor practice issue is perhaps more difficult. As I 
have pointed out, situations may arise where it would be impracticable 
for the Department of Defense to cancel a contract because the particu- 
lar plant may be the only one equipped to make the essential defense 
item involved. In such case we have suggested that the Department 
should obtain an injunction against the “employer” s continued recog- 
nition of the union found to be Communist-dominated. The legal 
basis for this injunction would be the fact that the regulations or the 
contract, or both, contain the provision providing that the Department 
may take such action. When the contractor, confronted with such an 
injunction, refuses to bargain further with a union, the union would 
undoubtedly claim that the contractor has unlawfully refused to 
bargain, in violation of the Taft-Hartley Act. We know of no deci- 
sion directly covering this point. 

However, we think that the National Labor Relations Board would 
be obliged to give controlling weight to the action of the Department 
of Defense, pursuant to the finding of the tr ipartite committee which 

resulted in the contractor’s refusing to bargain with a certified col- 
lective bargaining agent. Mr. Herzog stated that Board will give 
weight to such a directive. It must be borne in mind that a major 
consideration in a finding of a refusal to bargain would be the good 
faith of the contractor. Certainly, if a contractor is enjoined by a 
court pursuant to a request of the Department of Defense, his refusal 
to bargain could scarcely be considered anything but a good faith 
action. 

Mr. Bernstein. Do you not have two questions there? One, if 
there is an outright and blanket refusal to bargain, the question of 
good faith does not enter into it? Good faith only enters into it when 
there is some bargaining or an impasse is reached or a contract is not 
concluded ¢ 

Mr. Sigau. Whether there is some doubt as to whether there was a 
refusal to bargain, good faith is 

Mr. Bernstern. Good faith does not enter into it, does it ? 

Mr. Sigau. No. The question is whether the refusal was justified. 

There is furthermore a Supreme Court decision ee throws a 
little light on this problem. In Southern Steamship Company v. 
NLRB (316 U.S. 31), the Court stressed the necessity for the NURB 
to take into account the provisions and policy of the Federal Mutiny 
Act. The Court declared : 

The Board has not been commissioned to effectuate the policies of the Labor 
Relations Act so single-mindedly that it may wholly ignore other and equally 
important congressional objectives Frequently the entire scope of congressional 
purpose calls for careful accommodation of one statutory scheme to another, 


and it is not too much to demand of an administrative body that it undertake 
this accommodation without excessive emphasis upon its immediate task. 





Although what is involved under our proposal would be a regula- 
tion of a Federal agency rather than a law, we think that the con- 
siderations are similar, albeit perhaps not quite so strong. It appears 
to us that if the Board has been sufficiently conscious of the policy of 
the Atomic Energy Commission so that it did condition its certifica- 
tions on clearance by that Commission, we find it difficult to believe 
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that it will not be able to find within the provisions and the spirit of 
the National Labor Relations Act, as well as the publie policy sup- 
porting the secrecy and security of classified information, the neces- 
sary authority to absolve such an employer of a charge of committing 
an unfair labor practice. The committee should note, however, that 
this situation is seldom likely to arise since three factors must conjoin 
in order to create it: First, a defense contract involving the manu- 
facture of a classified item; second, the absence of other facilities for 
the manufacture of that item; and, third, representation of the em- 
ployees handling that item by a Communist-dominated union. In 
view of these considerations, we believe that Mr. Small’s doubts as to 
the legality of the action we propose are not well taken. 

Mr. Barpasu. Whenever you say, “Contractor,” we can read, “sub- 
contractor” ? 

Mr. Sica. It is my impression that the subcontractor is covered by 
the same regulations. 

Oiher objections have been made to Mr. Carey’s proposal. The 
principal ones may be considered in connection with the statement 
submitted by Mr. Lemuel Ricketts Boulware for the General Electric 
Co. I will assume, for purposes of this discussion, that the comment 
of the General Electric Co. was made in good faith and in a serious 
effort to be helpful to this committee. This is an assumption, I must 
add, which tests one’s credulity. I might say that it is passing strange 
that a company which has de: ut so intimately with a C ommunist- domi- 
nated union did not until now publicly indicate any interest in the 
problem. I might say, further, that it is scarcely a demonstration of 
the company’s sincerity that it has interlarded its statements with 
malicious half-truths and distortions about “anti-Communist unions,” 
where the quotation marks indicate a cynical skepticism that such 
unions exist. I might say, in short, that the internal evidence of this 
statement indicates the active antiunion bias of the company and that 
its entire proposal is a mechanism for smearing all unions indiscrimi- 
nately. I shall not, however, enter into an exchange of epithets, nor 
examine the motives of General Electric, since we do not desire to 
lower the level of this investigation. 

Senator Morse. Is it not a fair interpretation on my part that one 
of the reasons you people in the labor movement seem to be so opposed 
to any legislation that would deny legislative benefits to Communist- 
dominated unions is because of your fear that such legislation might be 
perverted into an unfair atts ick and smear attack on so-called” good 
unions? 

Mr. Stean. That is certainly a major consideration. 

Senator Morsr. And that if the legislation could be so drafted that 
reasonable and adequate protection could be provided to legitimate 
unions, at least part of your argument against such legislation would 
be weakened ? 

Mr. Steau. I think that if such legislation could be drafted with 
such protection, I admit part of the argument would be weakened. 
ae IT do not think it is likely that legislation with such protection can 

e devised, frankly. 

I think our experience under the Taft-Hartley Act is sufficient proof 
of the fact that interpretations in the course of time and in the hands 
of the courts, as well as administrative agencies under various pres- 
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sures broaden the purposes of the act, no matter what the initial con- 
gressional objective may have been. 

Senator Morse. That may be, but may I point out I think in this 
instance again, as in the case of seizure legislation, as in the case of 
injunction legislation, you gentlemen in labor make the mistake of 
denying a sound principle because you think that a sound principle 
cannot be effectuated by proper legislation. So you have got your- 
selves presented to the American public these days as against any and 
all legislation except in defense plants that seeks to deny governmental 
legisla itive benefits to Communist-dominated unions. ‘You play right 
into the hands of the kind of criticism that you claim General Electric 
is making of good unions by seeking to leave at least by innunendo the 
impression on the part of the company that it is questionable there 
are unions that are not Communist-dominated. I would much rather 
hear you people say on the three subjects I have just mentioned legis- 
lation that would seek to control communism in unions, legislation 
that would provide for a fair and reasonable seizure provision that 
would contain with it some disadvantages to labor as well as to em- 
ployers if both of you are so short-sighted to let yourselves get in a 
position where the Government has to intervene, where legislation 
which provides the granting to the President the power and only to 
the President to seek an injunction in order to prevent a great amount 
of damage to the national welfare until you can get the case considered 
on its merits. 

I say rather than take the position that you are taking, and they 
are just three examples of many that I could cite, simply say, “We are 
not going to support the prince iple,” even though you have great difli- 
culty rationalizing your opposition to the principle. Say, “Show us 
the bill in which you apply the principle without doing more harm 
than good. Then we will take a look at the bill.” I think that would 
be more helpful. 

I say most respectfully I think you have maneuvered yourselves 
again in the position you were in in 1947, when a few of us then tried 
to plead with you to recognize that some legislation was going to be 
passed and to give us some help from labor’s standpoint in making 
constructive suggestions as to how it could be made the best possible 
legislation. No; you all appeared before us and said, no legislation 
at all. I warned you then that you were going to get hit betgveen 
the eyes with some bad legislation, and you did. 

[ respectfully say now you are once again dealing with a legislative 
problem in the field of labor relations where once the American peo- 
ple wake up to the sitnation, they are going to demand some legisla- 
tion on each one of the three subjects I have mentioned. We are not 
getting again from labor the constructive help we ought to get to 
help draft some fair-seizure legislation, some fair-injunction legisl: a- 
tion, some fair anti-Communist legislation. We will do it ourselves. 
Usually when that happens, the legislation is not as good as it ought 
to be. 

Mr. Chairman, I have preached my sermon. I am through for the 
day. 

Senator Humpurey. I was wondering whether we should take up a 
collection. 

Mr. Sica. I would like to reserve comment on Senator Morse’s re- 
marks. I wouldn’t want that reservation to be taken as to be in com- 
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plete agreement with what he said. I do think, speaking generally, 
we have sought to state and justify our position with respect to any 
particular legislation on the legislation itself and the principles in- 
volved in the legislation, rather than on any general idea that no 
legislation at all is desirable. 

It may well be that you have not been impressed with the reasons 
given, but it seems to me, generally speaking, at least labor has sought 
to justify its position specifically with respect to the legislative 
proposals, 

Senator Humpnrry. Mr. Sigal, we have to have an executive meet- 
ing here very shortly, and I have to be on the floor of the Senate in 
regard to the St. Lawrence waterway proposal. I wonder if we could 
proceed with the balance of your statement. 

Mr. Sieat. The General Electric statement attacks our proposal 
for a tripartite committee on the ground that it would permit NLRB 
certifications to continue in effect and would not be sufficient punish- 
ment for the union involved, that the labor representatives on the 
committee are too likely to be influenced by political or emotional fac- 
tors bearing on their immediate interest, and that a tripartite organi- 
zation would be far more dangerous to the rights of individuals or 
organizations than an impartial or unbiased group exercising judi- 
cial or quasi-judicial responsibilities on behalf of the public at large. 

Even if we assume that these arguments come from a source which 
has not previously attacked tripartite boards of any kind in similar 
vein we think they have no validity. We believe that qualified union 
representatives are much better equipped to detect Communist machi- 
nations within a union than are outsiders who have no direct experi- 
ence with Communist infiltration into labor unions. We believe it 
would take a long period of time, stretching into years, for so-called 
representatives of the public to acquire the necessary expertness to 
determine the extent of the Communist threat within a union, an 
expertness which experienced trade-union leaders have acquired in 
continuous battles with the Communists. Likewise, employers seri- 
ously interested in the problem are likely quickly to recognize em- 
ployers who coddle Communist-dominated unions for their own 
advantage. The implication that unions or employers or both would 
turn such a tripartite committee to the satisfaction of their personal 
schemes reveals a lack of understanding of the basic problems involved. 
The assertion that unions would lend themselves to a system which 
would endanger the rights of individuals or organizations comes with 
small grace from a company which discovers the rights of individuals 
only when these individuals assert their right to join their strength in 
union organization. The tripartite approach is, in our opinion, a 
strong safeguard against arbitrary or discriminatory action. Both 
the unions and employers on such a committee would recognize that 
any mechanism they fashion which results in depriving any employer 
of a contract, or any union of bargaining rights, may at some time 
he turned against themselves. In addition, therefore, to supplying 
expertness to the consideration of problems that come before them, the 
employers and the unions would exercise a restraining influence on any 
public officials who would be disposed to apply sanctions carelessly. 
It would be as effective a guaranty of caution as could be devised 
for an agency which, in the nature of the case, must act under 
emergency conditions. 
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General Electric has proposed the creation of a permanent board, 
or to give an existing board the authority, to determine when Com- 
munist domination exists in any labor organization. The safeguard 
against such a board harassing unions would be that only the board 
or the Attorney General would have the right to initiate action. This 
proposal provides that C ongress establish criteria by which Commu- 
nist domination of the union may be determined. W hen the board has 
determined that a labor organization is Communist-dominated, the 
organization would be deprived, among other things, of the benefits 
of the National Labor Relations Act, and the right to represent em- 
ployees for purposes of collective bargaining, including the encour- 
agement or support of strikes. 

We believe that the adoption of permanent legislation of this kind 
is Wholly unnecessary and unjustified. It is perhaps typical of those 
who have been for so long apparently oblivious of the threat of Com- 
munist infiltration of unions that they seek to compensate by going 
to the other extreme to propose Draconian remedies that bear ‘little 
relation to the specific problem that much be solved. In our view, 
a union is not a security threat merely because it is Communist-domi- 
nated. The threat arises only in situations where the union has oppor- 
tunities of obtaining information or taking other action with intent 
to affect the security of the United States. The scope of the problem 
varies, of course, with the posture of international affairs at any par- 
ticular time. In view of the cold war that is now in progress—if 
progress is the right word—between the Communist and anti-Com- 
munist worlds, a security threat arises in this country, in our opinion, 
so far as Communist-dominated unions are concerned, only where 
defense work of an important nature is being carried on. The only 
justification for taking any action which goes contrary to the deeply 
cherished rights of Americans to be free to join organizations of their 
own choosing is, that the national interest in security is so substantial 
as to warrant some infringement of these rights. Any infringement 
that is necessary should be permitted to continue only so long as the 
threat continues. This means that the mechanism adopted to meet 
the threat should be flexible, efficient, able to move quickly where 
necessary, but the operators of the mechanism must always be con- 
scious of the fact that their activities must cease when the threat no 
longer has serious proportions. If that analysis is sound, and we 
believe it is, then permanent legislation of any kind is not desirable. 

Finally, it should be noted that the Government’s only legitimate 
objective is the protection of our security interests. The elimination 
of the Communists from the labor movement is a matter that should, 
in our opinion, be left to the labor movement itself. We think the 
labor movement, and particularly the CIO, has demonstrated that it 
is wholly able to eliminate Communist-dominated organizations from 
its ranks. We are confident that with only a little more time those 
organizations themselves will cleanse their houses of Communist 
leadership. 

The concern of the Government should be only that its defense con- 
tracts be not subject to interference for political reasons, and that 
vital information is not transmitted to unauthorized persons. The 
important consideration of the Government is the protection of its 
contract. It is for that reason that we firmly believe that the most 
effective method for preserving essential secrecy is to remove the 
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production from a plant where the secrecy cannot be maintained. The 
fact that a manufacturer may be deprived of his contract should cer- 
tainly not make this proposal less valid than if it is only the union 
which may somehow be made to suffer. The interest to be protected 
is the public interest. Removal or denial of the contract appears to 
us to provide the most comprehensive protection that can be afforded 
under such circumstances. 

In conclusion I urge this committee (1) not to recommend any leg- 
islation dealing with Communist- esiencad unions in or out of de- 
fense industries: and (2) to recommend to the Department of Defense 
that it establish the necessary regulations to put into effect the pro- 
posal made by Mr. Carey. 

What I considered in my statement is the seailane of the General 
Electric Co. for legislation providing either for the establishment. of 
another agency or giving the National Labor Relations Board the 
authority to declare certain unions Communist-dominated. Having 
done so, to deprive them of bargaining rights and any rights under 
the law. 

Senator Humriurey. You are opposed to company unions? 

Mr. Sieau. Yes. 

Senator Humpnurey. You believe that ought to be written into the 
law ? 

Mr. Sicgan. You mean as it now stands? 

Senator Humrpnrey. Do you believe a prohibition against company 
unions ought to be written into the law ? 

Mr. Sieav. As it stands now, we have no object ion. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you not think Communist-dominated un- 
ions is a take-off, an international adaptation of the company union- 
ism with more evils involved ? 

Mr. Sican. No. We do not at this time consider that the evil to be 
remedied is as widespread as was company unionism when the Wagner 
Act was adopted, nor that the present evil requires the same kind of 
treatment as company unionism. 

Senator Humpurey. Have you any indication that General Elec- 
tric—regarding the alleged C ommunist-dominated union—that (1) 
the one union “alleged as being Communist-dominated has operated 
like a company union 4 

Mr. Sicau. It is certainly our position that particularly within the 
last couple of years that is what in effect has happened. Legally 
speaking, I would not make the contention that it is a company union. 
But, for all practical purposes, insofar as effective collective bargain- 
ing is concerned, it has certainly had all of the stigmata of a company 
union not only in General Electric but elsewhere. 

Senator Humrnrery. In other words, it does not perform the legiti- 
mate functions of a legitimate trade-union ? 

Mr. Sicau. That is our position. 

Senator Humpurey. Then the principle of legislative sanctions 
against the adulteration of the legitimate principle of trade-unionism 
lias already been established ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sicau. It does not follow. 

Senator Humpnrey. It comes close. 

Mr. Stcgav. There are many unions, weak unions. There is a gradual 
line that goes from a strong collective-bargaining independent—I 
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mean independence in the sense of no company domination—all the 
way down the line to a strict company union. The mere fact that a 
union, because of its leadership or for other reasons, is unable to do an 
effective collective-bargaining job does not mean it should be pro- 
scribed. 

Senator Humrurey. But a company union means one that is not a 
free and independent union; is that right ? 

Mr. Sica. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. It means it is established for purposes other 
than those characteristically assigned to a legitimate free trade-union 
such as effective collective bargaining, protection of the workers’ 

rights, working conditions, and so forth. Generally it engages in such 
ps as basket socials, recreation, and choral groups. It gives the 
facade of a union and yet it does not give the working apparatus and 
the hard hitting economic policy of the union; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sicaw. It is actually an instrument for preventing genuine col- 
lective bargaining. 

Senator Humpurey. Is it not fair to say a Communist-dominated 
union gives the facade of a union; that it has other connections which 
supersede its basic loyalties to workers and the purposes and legitimate 
aspirations of those workers ? 

Mr. Sican. That is true. A Communist-dominated union does have 
those additional characteristics, although in many cases it does actively 
bargain collectively and sometimes effectively, but it has other con- 
siderations which frequently take precedence, which, however, does not 
necessarily mean that the problem in general is of so large a scope that 
it requires national legislation o1 - Federal legislation to correct the 
evil. 

Senator Humenrey. That is a value judgment here. 

Mr. Sicau. It is our judgment that the only place where any action 
ought to be taken, the only place where the evil is of sufficient signifi- 
cance at the present time, 1s in defense plants. 

Senator Humreurey. We are going to possibly need your help again. 

Needless to say, we will through contact by the staff and counsel be 
heari ing from you. We will call upon you for advice again. You have 
been very helpful to the committee. Your letter to the committee was 
extremely helpful. I think the point of view which has been brought 
out by Senator Morse in his exchange is one in which the committee is 
deeply concerned and one we will want to go into much further. 

I am going to ask now that the committee stand in executive session 
for a short period of time. 

(Whereupon, at 12: 05 p. m., the hearing was recessed subject to call 


of the Chair.) 
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COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


THURSDAY, JUNE 19, 1952 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Lapor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m., in the Old 
Supreme Court Room, the Capitol, the Honorable Hubert H. Hum- 
phrey (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present : Senator Humphrey. 
Also present: Jack Barbash, staff director, and Merton C. Bern- 
stein, subcommittee counsel. 
Senator Humrurey. Mr. McDowell, will you have a chair right 
there, please? You are representing Mr. Hoffman here today, I 
believe. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR G. McDOWELL, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT 
OF CIVIC AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, UPHOLSTERERS’ IN- 
TERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH AMERICA, A. F. OF L., ON 
BEHALF OF SAL B. HOFFMAN, PRESIDENT, UPHOLSTERERS’ 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH AMERICA 


Mr. McDowetu. Yes; the statement which I am submitting was 
prepared at Mr. Hoffman’s direction by the staff of the international 
union, under my direction, and is based, insofar as its content covers 
statements of fact and history, on specific diaries, memoranda, and 
other material; and, beyond that, the opinions expressed are the col- 
lective opinions of the general executive board, from which general 
statements are here culled, and the specific individual experience of 
President Sal Hoffman of the Upholsterers’ International Union of 
North America. 

Senator Humrurry. Go right ahead, Mr. McDowell. It is very 
good to have you before the committee. 

Mr. McDowe.t. It is not my purpose or that of Mr. Hoffman’s 
(president of Upholsterers’ International Union of North America). 
This is a welcome opportunity to appear before this committee to tes- 
tify from the background of some 30 years of practical experience as 
a local union and as an international union officer, on the difficult but 
vitally important problem of Communist domination of certain 
unions, and its bearing on national security and continued essential 
freedom of American trade-unions and of all citizens. It is not my 
purpose to duplicate my letter to your chairman and the attached 
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generalized brief, filed January 12, 1952, and already printed on pages 
50 to 56 of part IIT of report of your committee. 

It should, however, be clear on the face of that response that the 
executive board of our organization and I, as international president, 
do believe on the basis of our individual and collective experience : 

1. That it is possible to legislate on the problems successfully by fol- 
lowing an already explored and developed practice under existing 
law, namely, by extending the present ban against certification and 
employer recognition of an employer dominated union, to include a 
similar requirement on the Labor Board to refrain from certification 
of, and require counting as an unfair labor practice, the recognition 
and bargaining, with a union, found by the NLRB to be Communist- 
dominated. 

2. That certain safeguards are necessary to prevent abuse and in- 
terference by such provisions with the constructive purpose of the 
entire Labor-Management Relations Act. Such safeguards might 
take such form as denying to the interested employer (except when 
the employer is a Government-operated agency such as Atomic Energy 
Commission or other direct’ security affected authority) the right 
to raise this question initially, and on National Labor Relations Board 
discretion or at the request of the parent organization of an affected 
local or national affiliation center of a national union, to grant an al- 
lowance of 30 days’ stay of effect of a finding of Communist domina- 
tion, to allow for voluntary correction of the condition. 

3. That certain avenues of inquiry which the subcommittee can 
pursue most logically and pertinently do exist, particularly the in- 
adequacies and errors in the present law, which experience has shown 
is ineffective in serving the avowed purpose of act, and which acutally 
operates to cover and protect Communist elements rather than to 
expose them, and which embitters and antagonizes the overwhelming 
majority of loyal unionists, who are the only basic resource for pre- 
venting and sterilizing Communist infiltration. 

These views are in accord with those expressed to your subcom- 
mittee by Secretary-Treasurer George Meany on behalf of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor. The American Federation of Labor, of 
which we are part, from the time of the first appearance of Com- 
munist elements in the American trade-union movement, has syste- 
matically resisted their conspiratorial efforts. If the poorly conceived 
and contradictory provisions of the present Management-Labor Re- 
lations Act which actually assist Communist efforts to infiltrate into 
unions, are removed, the American Federation of Labor has shown 
that it can fully take care of the problem in its own ranks. Unfor- 
tunately, the American Federation of Labor, in spite of its predomi- 
nance, does not and will not in any conceivable future cover all trade- 
union organization or collective bargaining in the United States. 

[ note that the chairman of the New York State Board of Media- 
tion, and, subsequent to our letter and quite independently, the Secre- 
tary of Labor of the United States, has stated opinions and recom- 
mendations substantially similar to ours. 

I propose in the main to relate my own experience in dealing with 
this problem to certain questions which naturally arise and should 
be canvassed before your committee considers further burdening the 
collective-bargaining process and indispensable Government agencies. 
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concerned therewith by additional legislation. One of the main evils 
of the Management-Labor Relations Act of 1947, known as the Taft- 
Hartley Act, is that it abandoned the limitation of Government par- 
ticipation in collective bargaining made part of the Wagner Act. 
Prior to the Wagner Act, strikes for union recognition accounted for 
the largest percent age of strikes prior to its passage. The Wagner 
Act by “providing election a for the certification of unions 
as bargaining agents by the National Labor Relations Board sub- 
stituted the secret ballot election for the recognition strike and the 
National Labor Relations Board merely brought the parties to the 
bargaining table, told them they must on demand of either side put 
their agreements in writing, and left them there. Taft-Hartle ‘y wiped 
out that line by bringing Government to the bargaining ti ible to de- 
cide not only the “how” but the “what” and the “when” of collective 
bargaining results. This opened wide to ever spreading, and never 
contracting Government intervention, one of the great remaining 
areas of private business. 

If the choice rested with me today, I personally feel that we should 
reduce Government intervention down to the single function of a 
Board to conduct elections to determine workers’ choice of a union 
or unions as an economical substitute for recognition strikes, and 
dispense with the Government protective as well as restrictive regula- 
tions which have grown into a veritable forest, in which each week 
Board decisions plant new saplings of uncertain future worth. Even 
then, as you may note in our union’s brief of 1949 favoring the re- 
enactment of the original Wagner Act, we favored inclusion of re- 
strictions on the use of Government board machinery by Communist 
elements, the implacable enemy alike of free government and of free 
unions. 

Heresy and even schism should probably be protected in an open 
society like ours. But conspiracy, we feel, above all conspiracy to use 
the civil rights of a free society to destroy those civil rights and that 
free society, emphatically should not be protected. The Communist 
Party and all its works is such a conspiracy. The complaisant permis- 
sion for the elements of such a conspiracy to use the machinery of 
democrac y to destroy democrac y will convince no one here or abroad 
of the superior exc ‘ellence of the democratic w: iy of life, but, instead, 
will convince the waverers and doubtful alike, of democracy’s lack of 
vitality and of even the essential primary instinct of self- aan rvation, 

Let me point out that if legislation were, happily but not quite 
likely, to restrict Government intervention to the mere conduct and 
to the certification of the results of representation elections, that certi- 
fication will still carry for many loyal citizens the implication of a 
public governmental endorsement of the validity and bona fide char- 
acter of the certified organization. This was recognized when the first 
Labor Relations Board was restricted in certification of an employer- 
dominated union. 

Might I interpolate at this point that it was quite obvious, on the 
hasis of the situation that obtained, Mr. Chairman, at the time of the 
passage of the Wagner Act, that the conduct of a quite normal and 
orderly collective- bargaining election would in many cases result in 
the designation by the ms jority of the workers involved, for a variety 
of reasons, of a company-dominated union in many eases. And there- 





304 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


fore the law did depart from a purely judicial administrative position 
to enter into an examination as to the background of such union and 
as to its serviceability both to the public purpose and to the individual 
members affected in the pursuance of the fulfillment of the purposes of 
the act. 

Senator Humpurey. In other words, company unionism was 
frowned upon by official policy as expressed in enacted law. It was 
considered to be undesirable to permit that type of unionism. Is that 
not correct ¢ 

Mr. McDowe tt. It was considered, as far as it is now possible, to 
reconstruct the philosophy of the authors of the original Wagner Act, 
that this would be a type of unionism which would defeat the an- 
nounced purpose of the act, by its recognition. 

Senator Humrnrey. In other words, it was a fraud insofar as union- 
ism was concerned. It was not true unionism. 

Mr. McDowe tt. It was a fraud, and the responsibility of the Gov- 
ernment agency extended to looking behind the apparent and purely 
superficial bona fides of the organization, or even its ability to com- 
mand a majority in an election. 

Senator Humrnrey. Just as we have certain laws on the statute 
books which prevent selling people sawdust and calling it breakfast 
food. If you sell people sawdust and call it a wheat cereal, they not 
only take the product from the market, but they punish you. I would 
say some of the connotation of your remarks is that when somebody 
parades around on the basis of having a free-trade union when it is 
neither free nor a trade-union, it should be branded as a fraud, and it 
should not be recognized in the legitimate field of collective bargain- 
ing. Is that right? 

Mr. McDowe.t. I should think so. Probably like the lines of the 
old spiritual, the law recognized the fact that “everybody that talked 
about heaven wasn’t going there,” and the same thing went, that 
many people who talked about the formation of a union for collective 
bargaining had no intention of proceeding with that instrument 
basically to the purposes of collective bargaining. And the law rec- 
ognized that. 

Senator Humpurery. We had a little example of something similar 
to that yesterday. Everybody in the Congress was for Government 
reorganization. We are all for the Hoover Commission proposal— 
except when we vote. When there is a vote, a dim view of it is taken. 

You do not need to make any comment on that. Everybody is for 
efficiency and economy in Government as long as they do not have to 
be lined up and havea roll call. 

Mr. McDowett. One of the main points in the statement, which 
I wish to emphasize, is that the actual entry of the Government into 
the process of the declaration of the logical collective-bargaining 
agency does alter the situation as over against the ordinary free process 
of private establishment of recognition. Because whether it is in- 
tended or not, it is necessarily true that it is the implication in the 
mind, the picture on the walls of people’s minds rather than reality 
outside that is decisive. Because we are here dealing with a problem 
which is the problem of the thinking of those who made up the 
membership of avowed and identifiable Communist unions which have 
misused the processes of collective bargaining for political purposes. 
But the picture on the walls of the minds of these people is that which 
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usually determines their action, and the factor of the present position 
of the Government as a certifying agency does strongly affect that 
mental picture, and therefore Government is responsible for conduct- 
ing its intervention with full allowance for the special standing which 
its official acts, even of a routine sort, have in minds of its citizens. 

Senator Humrnurey. Will you just proceed, Mr. Me Dowell ! I 
think you have an excellent paper here, and I want to hear all of it. 

Mr. ‘Mec DoweE.L. How much more is it logical to bar from recogni- 
tion a union, which if Communist-dominated, is the pawn of an alien 
power, founded on the economic base of slave and forced labor on a 
massive scale and the sy$tematic denial in its jurisdiction of every 
element of free collective bargaining / 

First then, I would state that a Communist-led union is a hazard to 
national security even over and above the security hazard posed by 
individual Communists. Its hazard is twofold. The first hazard, 
that of acting as a protecting shield for individual espionage and sabo 
tage while subverting the collective- bargaining process to delay and 
stoppage of production, is obvious, Even in an overw helmingly peace 
time consumers goods industry such as ours, conversion in the last 
war brought a great furniture corporation under our jurisdiction into 
the production of such things as glider aircraft and a piano parts 
factory, which we have since won away from a Communist-dominated 
furniture union, was entirely on critical war production components 
for that period. 

The second hazard is not so obvious, but is even greater in our 
opinion. Let us but delay and temporize with this alien and con- 
spiratorial element in our industrial collective-bargaining process, 
and we will get closer to the day when it becomes a matter of national 
urgency in some sector to smash their obstruction, by then long em- 
bedded in the industrial relations of some key plant. Remember that 
it, the Communist-dominated unit, does not have to be too large. Com- 
munism is a military as well as conspiratorial type organization. It 
consciously seeks the key plant among plants, the key. shop, the key 
department, the key process and the key man. 

Senator Humenrey. I think that is a point for this committee to 
underscore. 

Your knowledge of this subject matter, Mr. McDowell, is very im- 
portant to this committee, and I think you have hit on something here 
which we need to keep constantly in our minds. It does not need to 
be a mass movement. It does not need to even involve Communist 
infiltration. It does not need to involve large numbers. If it involves 
key sports, strategic areas, for all practical purposes it controls the 
entire mechanism. 

This has been used internationally, by the way. When we were in 
Vienna, we found out how the four powers W orked to govern their 
respective areas and how they operated in Vienna. And I spoke to 
our High Commissioner, and I said, “Well, how come the Russians do 
not just move in and take other Vienna?” 

He said, “Well, strange to say, unlike Berlin, we were fortunate 
enough here to get hold of the key strategic area.’ 

In other words, in the United States zone in Vienna. every single 
transmission station for electrical power is to be found, and we can 
shut off all the electricity immediately. We have none of the main 
factories. We have none of the main key terminals for rail or trans- 
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portation. We do not have the water works, the sanitation works, or 
any of that, in our zone. The Russians took everything. They just 
miscalculated on one thing. They forgot a few of the key transmission 
stations for electric power. 

So our High Commissioner stands there with a club over their heads 
and says, “If you even budge 1 inch, we will pull the switches, and 
youaredone. We will stop the factories.” 

And the international situation has revealed that the Communists 
have repeatedly tried to work their way into key spots. They always 
take the ministry of the interior, for example, which in this country 
deals with the Indians and in other parts of the world deals with the 
secret police. They take the ministry of interior. They will try to 
take a vice premiership, or maybe the ministry of labor. Even Hitler 
tried this. Hitler had only 3 cabinet posts out of 11 or 13 when he 
was First Chancelor, and Von Papen’s organization had the other 
9 or 10, but the 3 were enough. 

And what you are pointing out is true in the Communist-dominated 
union. 

Mr. McDowe.i. Now, I think I might supplement that, Mr. Chair- 
man, by pointing out that you are here dealing not with an element 
that works on a strictly union schedule of hours. There is no 7-hour 
day or 5-day week imposed upon the Communist in making his plans 
and in carrying out his assignments. 

In discussion of this section during its preparation with the presi- 
dent of our union, he pointed out that in 1927 he was the business 
agent of a Philadelphia local with a fairly sizable and definite and 
constantly active Communist minority. This group of people looked 
upon him as an obstacle and asa danger. But from time to time, they 
also exercised a certain amount of blandishments. On this occasion 
they managed to appeal in advance to him to resign another post and 
come back and run as business agent for this local. That was in the 
days of extreme democracy. Elections for business agent were car- 
ried out every 6 months in that local. 

When he got to the floor, he found that there was quite obviously a 
inajority of his friends present, but to his surprise another traditional 
but non-Communist opponent of his rose and said he also had been 
asked to run, and he pointed out that he had been asked by some of the 
same people, which obviously included Communist elements, to run. 
The Communist candidate was the incumbent, who was not even on 
the ballot. Though he was a secret Communist because of incom- 
petent performance in office he and Communist group as well knew 
he could not possibly have been reelected by popular vote. 

At the critical moment, the lights went out. Someone had pulled 
a switch in another part of the building. There was a great deal of 
disorder and excitement, because apparently here was going to be an 
unexpected contest over an election, the meeting broke up and no 
election was held. The international president’s attention was called 
toit. Hestepped in. And the logical thing from a judicial position 
was done. He disqualified both of the announced candidates, and 
the logical thing was to carry on the incumbent. He was not aware 
of what was being done, but the result was that as a consequence of 
this well worked out maneuver the ee candidate continued 
to dominate that union for two additional year 
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That is the sort of thing you deal with. It is not a group of people 
that are afraid to sit up nights and burn the midnight oil and plan. 
And even an inferior group of people individually “become superior 
to better people individually when they are organized in this military, 
concerted, and constantly directed fashion. 

Senator Humenrey. Mr. McDowell, I do not want to keep inter- 
rupting your testimony too much, but the experience you talk paral- 
lels mine. I recall when I was mayor of Minneapolis, I was elected 
with 363 precincts. I lost but two. I went to our political party 
convention a month after our election with the biggest majority in 
the history of the city, carrying every labor ward in the ¢ ity two and 
three to one. I ended up with 167 delegates to the State convention, 
and out of that number 7 were on my side, so to speak. And I 
had been supposedly one of the at least active participants in the 
Democratic Farmer-Labor Party. Now, the other 160 were not Com- 
munists at all, but there were a handful that were, and there were 
some that were misguided and fuzzy-eyed. We ended up finding 
ourselves with 7 votes out of 167, the rest of them were maneuvered out 
from under us. 

1 should back up and say our State chairman had resigned a few 
aa before. I had been selected by the State central committee, 
which was the governing body, to act as party chairman. I never 
got to the rostrum, even though the State committee, which is the 
governing power of the party, by a vote of three-hundred-some to 
twenty, had selected me as the temporary chairman. I never even got 
up to the rostrum. When my wife came to attend the convention, she 
was told to stay outside. When I finally got into the convention, when 
i started to walk up to the front, I heard, “Fascist !” “Red-baiter !” 

Capitalist beast!” 1 could hardly believe it. I just could not _be- 
lieve it. I had known these people for years, and I thought, “What 
has come over them?” 

We found out what you are telling us right now: That in the 
pitched battle in the convention we were able to carry our point by 
appealing to people that were from the smaller areas of the State, 
the rural areas, and the smaller communities, and on the first vote 
we won our point. 

One of the men that I knew quite well came up to see me, and he 
said, “Mayor, you are not going to try to continue this convention 
tonight; are you? It isalmost 12 o’clock.” 

Well, being somewhat normal, I thought, “Well, 12 o’clock is a 
good time to “stop a convention. It is kind of late.” I said, “No; I 
think we will recess, and then we can get back to work at 9 o’clock 
in the morning.” 

So we recessed. That was the last recess we had a chance to take, 
too. Because the opposition, which was very militant, a fellow-trav- 
eling, Communist, militant miniority, sat up all night long, and when 
we came to the convention at 9 o’clock next morning we did not have 
a show. They had already played off so many people against each 
other that it was impossible. 

The convention dragged on through Saturday and Sunday. The 
farmers had to go home. The people who had a few spiritual values 
went to church. And then, bang, down came the house. And we 
ended up for 2 years with the politic al party dominated from top to 
bottom by people who were following the Communist Party line from 
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one day to another. They were against the Marshall plan, the Greek- 
Turkish-aid program. They were against every single aspect of our 
proposals for ECA and for the Voice of Amer ica—anything that we 
had. It was a pitiful and a pathetic thing, and we found out just 
what you are saying here: that there is only one way you can win 
these struggles. 

If you are going to work on a basis of being a normal citizen, as I 
said to my fr ‘iends, “and if you are going to spend time thinking of 
your wife, thinking about your children, thinking about whether or 
not you are going to attend your local civic meeting of the PTA, we 
are just going to get licked. If you are not willing to put in 24 
hours a da ay, and forget your PT A and your wife and “family, and so 
on, we are going to get licked.” That is what we finally got to do. 
We al 2 years at this business. 

Mr. McDowent. I think the essential point that is missed by those 
who do not have the specific experience in dealing with the Com- 
munist operative is just precisely that point, the missing of the fact 
that the forces on our side may be described in general as peaceful 
and democratic in their form of organization, but: the Communist 
organization is at all times a military form of organization, regard- 
less of the area in which it is operated. It follows certain uniform 
procedures, and the experience which we as unionists attained over 
this period of years was most valuable, and is relevant today wherever 
you meet Communists off the actual battlefield whether at United Na- 
tions, at Korea’s Panmunyon, or indirect negotiations. 

As I pointed out, in our particular union it began about 1922, be- 
cause our official journal began to carry an analysis of Communist 
activities within the trade-union movement a few months after its 
first publication in 1922. And this experience is all relevant. The 
Communists know that. 

There is a passage in a novelization of the life of Caesar which re- 
flects his private thoughts as he was assailed by that score or more 
of assassins in the Roman Forum. He thinks to himself, “If I was 
only armed, I would soon deal with these inexperienced civilians.” 

Essentially, that is the fact. When you balance against a peaceful 
democratic form of organization, with all the suppositions and rules 
of that organization, a tight, militantly organized minority, there is 
under normal conditions no uncert ainty at ‘all about who is going to 
be the victor in any immediate contest where there is not preparation 
for dealing with the specific character and special nature of this con- 
spiratorial group. 

Senator Humpurey. When I got my first blood bath in this busi- 
ness, I was the State supervisor of workers’ education. There were 
neither workers nor education for a considerable period of time. I 
was a simple country boy. My home State had been South Dakota. 
I was of the opinion that when people got a job they went to work. 
I just thought when people were paid to work that is what they did, 
particularly where they were supposed to work on the job to which 
they were assigned. 

I got the job. It did not pay much. I was interested in the trade- 
union movement. I went around to the unions. I tried to encourage 
people to attend these evening classes. We established labor colleges, 
one in Minneapolis, one in St. Paul, one in Duluth, one in Mankato, 
Minn., and another in Austin, Minn., and different places. We were 
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hoping to build a rather successful adult-education program among 
the trade-union people, their wives and families. 

First thing I I came into the room one day, and there were 
the Stalinists sitting on one side of the room and the Trotskyites on 
the other side. They were not talking to each other. I did not realize 
that this was a very serious struggle ‘at this moment. This was some 
time ago. The only thing I knew was that everybody was supposed 
to do 10 hours of teaching and 30 hours of studying, and they were 
being paid about $110 a month. They were supposed to have a min- 
imum of 10 students in each class. 

I checked the records. I found that nobody had 10 students, and 
as far as the 30 hours of studying were concerned, nobody could find 
out. where that was going on. 

I remember the date. It was about the 10th of October. And I 
said, “Well, between now and Thanksgiving, I will give every teacher 
here’”—and I was honoring them by the title—“an opportunity to get 
their classes in order, and if you do not have your classes in order, 
with 10 students in each class, and perform 10 full hours of teac hing 
and 30 hours of study in a library over which I will have a supervisor, 
and where you will check in and check out, you will be fired.” They 
just laughed—just laughed. 

Well, I just figured that was what you were supposed to do. 

So, it came around about the 30th di ay of November. There were no 
10 hours of teaching, no 10 students in the class, and as far as 30 hours 
of studying in the library—no one had been to the library. They had 
all been up around Thirteenth and Nicollet attending the Communist 
Party headquarters. 

I went up to the State headquarters of WPA and said, “I want all 
these people fired.” They said, “You do not really mean that. You 
are not going to come in here and try to fire somebody.” 

I said, “Yes; lam the boss. I am the director of this.” 

He said, “You go down and see Mr. Herzog.” I will give the name 
here as a matter of public record. He was our State employment di- 
rector. I went down to see Mr. Herzog, a fine old gentleman who had 
been a union man for years, a State senator, a very great citizen. I 

said, “Jake, I have got about 20 teachers over here, would-be teachers, 
that are not doing a lick of work. I want to fire them.” 

He said, “Do you really mean it?” 

I said “Yes.” 

He said, “Are you going to stand by it?” 

I said “Yes.” 

He said, “You do not think this will stick; do you?” 

[ said, “I hope so.” 

He said, “We will try it.” 

So we fired them. We had that thing go all the way to Washington 
und back, but they were fired, and they stayed fired. 

That was the first time I found out about those “babies.” 

I remember the conference es we W ould have, starting at 8 o’clock at 
night and extending until 4 o’clock in the morning. 

Most of the people had wives calling up, asking, “When are you 
coming home?” So, most of the ordinary good decent people in the 
community, not all saints but reasonably "good sinners, would by this 
time all have gone home. So, by 4 o’clock in the mor ning there would 
be 20 resolutions passed, and we would elect some officers. 
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The only thing that was with me was that I never went to bed 
anyhow. I had been staying up nights all my life. My father had 
indoctrinated me to believe that most people died in bed, and the best 
thing was not to go there. So, at 4 o’clock I was sitting there listen- 
ing to all these resolutions going through. That was my experience. 
And Is say to the Senators around here that if they are going to find 
out about this movement they had better not try to find out about it 
under normal conditions and as a normal person, because you have 
to be a little bit addled to be able to understand them and to be able 
to mix with them. It helps a lot. 

Go ahead, Mr. McDowell. This has been part of my life. I did 
not get into this just as an academic discussion. 

Mr. McDowett. The difficulty about this whole proceeding is that 
this is a matter that cannot be learned from books, and both the con- 
clusions and the specific facts on which those conclusions are based 
in dealing with the problem that is raised by the existence of this 
element in our society have to be learned from the experience of 
individuals. 

Senator Humpnrey. This comes from heartache and pain and suf- 
fering, believe me. 

Mr. McDowe tt. It is unfortunate that until probably the period 
of the forties most of this experience was confined to the American 
trade-union movement, because many people had heard about this 
thing theoretically, but the American Federation of Labor unions, 
who had faced first the concerted drive of the Communist infiltrators 
to take over to rule or ruin, were the only people who could say, 
“Yes; we were there, and we saw them, and we met them, and we 
learned about them, and we studied them, and we found out about 
their character and methods, and we licked them.” 

Senator Humpurey. I was in the A. F. of T., the American Federa- 
tion of Teachers. Do you recall those days 

Mr. McDowext. I do. I was with the American Federation of 
Teachers in the early 1930's myself, 

Now, one of the points that is omitted from consideration frequently 
is the idea that once a crackdown has occurred the problem is solved 
and the Communist is defeated, and good people can relax and go 
home and sleep the sleep of the just. This idea is a complete illusion 
where Communists are concerned. 

Now, the Communist can actually prepare to win in the midst of 
losing under these circumstances if he is permitted this long-term 
toleration which is based upon a misunderstanding of his long-term 
aim at power. Security necessity most often can brook no delay and 
judicial process at a critical movement. The obstruction must be 
sought out and broken. But haste means that more innocent people 
may be pushed around, and the roughness of our urgency will make 
impossible a nice discrimination. Here then will come soreness, and 
important loyal organizations may well feel their own security and 
rights ends angered. The Communist, even if he loses the industrial 
skirmish, will have won new disunity among the forces of democracy 
if this matter is delayed until such time as it requires drastic action 
to meet iton anemergency basis. If we do not calmly and discriminat- 
ingly legislate now, only arbitrary administrative action taken without 
preparation or due process will be available in an hour of emergency ; 
and, even though there are limitations in the use of law, Mr. Chair 
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man, we are more and more of the mind that a law in all matters, 
including even such current matters as loyalty investigations, would 
in frequent cases be a better democratic protection, with all the 
rigidities of law, than the concenration of a great deal of power in 
administrative agencies for a time of emergency with a great deal of 
lawmaking power in their hands and a great lack of experience in 
many cases from which to draw, and with none of the processes by 
which law is safeguarded in its enactment and administration. 

Unions are not just a business; they are also a fraternity. They 
live by the principle that an injury to one must be considered an in- 
jury toall. A union charter is a shield, therefore, that many undesir- 
able elements have sought and found useful. A union connection is a 
passport of sorts. When the CIO in its early years picked a since- 
identified Communist Len De Caux, as editor of its paper, it did not 
pick him off the street. He had previously for years held an editorial 
post on the Journal of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, a 
great and very conservative old independent union. 

And I might say that his predecessor, who had recommended him, 
had also been a member of that organization. 

Toleration of diversity is essential to an economic organization such 
as a union, and the tradition is strong. 

The CIO has expelled some 10 unions. Nevertheless, by every 
reliable report I can get, Communists still dominate these former C1O 
unions, controlling collective bargaining in Hawaii, with its Pear] 
Harbor nearby, the sugar industry, and the vital waterfront part of 
shipping and canning industry on America’s west coast, from Alaska 
to the Gulf of Mexico, through the Bridges Longshoremen and Ware- 
housemen’s Union. ‘Today Bridges is outlawed by the CIO, but his 
members remember that in 1937 he was originally appointed to their 
west-coast highest post by the same CIO officers, not elected by the 
members; and that for years Bridges, without challenge, headed the 
CIO on the entire west coast. According to our records in 1937-38, 
he came into our organization in Los Angeles to disrupt or take over 
our union there. He met with fellow Communists privately, which 
helped us to repel him, but publicly then, as for many years after, he 
respresented officially the same CIO, and that was the meat on which 
this Caesar fed and grew so great. The same thing goes for the ex- 
CIO Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, which rules collective bargain- 
ing in the always strategic copper industry, and the United Electrical 
Workers, still a mighty factor in the vital electronics industry, while 
the American Communications Association holds rights in many a 
ship’s communication unit. The National Union of Marine Cooks 
and Stewards still operates below and above decks; the United Public 
Workers is still entrenched, of all places, among workers in the vital 
Panama Canal Zone; and the Fur and Leather Workers, who once 
held control only over that concentrated luxury trade in New York, 
are now spread across the country in many a spot which they still hold, 
despite the withdrawal of the CIO stamp under whose protection they 
originally spread from New York. 

This may not seem a very impressive list in a great country with its 
millions of union members in the A. F. of L. and the recently cleansed 
CIO, but if the American military General Staff had legally protected 
agents in that many key sectors of the Russian economy ‘they could 
plan the defense of this Nation and the entire West with unhurried 
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deliberation and calm, in the secure knowledge that Stalin would 
never dare move until he had cleaned up that situation. 

If you then ask me if the labor movement cannot be counted on to 
clean its own house with its proven overwhelming majority of vigor- 
ously anti-Communist membership, I must say though regretfully that 
this is not a question just for membership but pr imarily of le: adership. 
The American Federation of Labor, under Mr. Gompers, and later 
President Green, never faltered from the beginning on this issue. I 
myself entered the union movement in Philadelphia 1 in 1919 at the close 
of the First World War and have since served in almost every union 
capacity, from a local union officer to international president since 
1937. 

The Communist movement did not appear openly in the United 
States until 1921-22. Our union first published a journal in May 1922. 
In the August 1922 issue of that journal, I remember reading the first 
article examining the nature of the Communist movement and de- 
nouncing its menace to American labor and warning of the need to 
combat it. Like many unions with a portion of their “membership re- 
cently emigrated from Europe, bringing their preconceptions, expe- 
rience of caste and class lines and str ugeles with them, we had among 
others a small minority of Communist members. We fought them in 
the union and, of course, worked beside them in the shops. They never 
got into strategic posts. We knew them and understood them and 
studied their ways. In 1929 in desperation they went out and formed 
their own straight Communist union, the Furniture Workers Indus- 
trial Union of the Trade-Union Unity League, which, after a few 
years of scabbing disruption, shrank down to the hard core of party 
followers. Then came a change. In 1935, the CIO unions split away 
from the A. F. of L. at the same moment that Communists changed 
official party lines and executed across the world one of their apparent 
retreats, or peace drives, which, I might say, is the time when they are 
more dangerous than at any other time. When they are noisy and 
abusive, it is one thing, but when they are engaged in a peace drive, the 
achievement of their ends by other means, then I say, Mr. Chairman, 
you indeed have need to beware. 

Senator Humpurey. In other words, that cooing dove of peace has 
the poison of a scorpion. 

Mr. McDowett.: It sends more fear up my spine than all the speeches 
that could possibly be made in the most abusive fashion in the United 
Nations or on the floor of my union hall. It signifies that they really 
have some scheme at work that has a destructive purpose as far as we 
are concerned. 

To resume this story, the Communist elements came to us in make- 
believe humility. They said they had been all wrong and pleaded to 
be taken back; and, God help us, we were foolish enough to fall for 
their truce negotiations and took them back. The A. F. of L. Fur 
Workers were foolish enough to form a coalition government with 
Communist Fur Workers and disappeared into the tiger they thought 
to ride. 

The real Communist opportunity, of course, was furnished by the 
division in labor ranks in 1935, when the CIO had to quickly form new 
inexperienced unions, and in the bitterness of interunion conflict. 
Since the A. F. of L. from long experience generally would not trust 
or use them, they, the Communists, went CIO with a bang. In their 
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frantic drive to give themselves a base in the new CIO, since old out- 
fits there like the United Mine Workers, Textile, et cetera, were on to 
them from years of previous experience and had constitutionally 
barred them in many cases even from membership in those unions, the 
Communists tried above all to split away large sections or even splin- 
ters of A. F. of L. unions to take along with them. 

[ cite my own experience. Elected international president in 1937, 
I found the Communist elements barely back in the union for 2 years 
after their TUUL adventure, plotting to switch our union to CIO. 
My experience over the next period of months is a dramatic example 
of why, in an open society such as ours, the protection of national 
security cannot unfortunately be wholly left to the initiative of the 
leadership of competing unions. 

And I emphasize the word here in Mr. Hoffmann’s statement. 
“competing” unions. 

Perhaps members of the committee will understand it better if ] 
point out that not only do the Communist totalitarians frequently 
attach themselves to the fringe of liberal and reform movements in 
America, but their brothers under the skin, the Fascist totalitarians 
equally embarrassingly cling tight to the coat tails of every strong 
major conservative opposition movement. Even the most clear-cut 
vigorous disavowal and denunciation by responsible national leaders 
is Ineffective to shake off these parasites and there are always office or 
power-hungry understrappers certain that they can ride the tiger 
without ending inside her and ready to pursue a personal advantage, to 
the exclusion of country, party, union, or any other great and long- 
term interest. 

Senator Humpnrey. I might interrupt there, Mr. McDowell. to say 
that the only difference I see at the moment between the Communist 
totalitarians who attach themselves to the fringe of liberal and reform 
ovements, and, as you point out, their brothers under the skin. the 
lascist totalitarians, who equally embarrassingly cling tight to the 
coat tails of every strong major conservative opposition movement, is 
this: that the liberal reform movements have learned their lesson and 
liave properly tagged these characters for what they are, this Com- 
nunist totalitarian group, and they have disassociated themselves, 

I would say that it would be a great service to American democracy 
if the legitimate American conservative—and we have them in large 
numbers—would with equal vigor and candor disassociate themselves 
‘rom some of the tag ends of the Fascist movements which still swarm 
sround certain parts of our country. They hesitate to do that. I do 
not know why. I think they are going to find out, just as the liberal 
forces did, that they are going to have a stigma upon them and an 
injury to their body politic and to their economic and political health 
that will seriously jeopardize their effectiveness in days to come. 

I would hope that conservative groups would openly disavow any 
connection whatsoever between some of the neo-Fascist groups that 
parade around the American scene and themselves. And the inter- 
esting thing that you have pointed out in this statement—and I would 
say that history records this and records it well—is that any student 
of history that wants to know how the Communists and totalitarians 
get along should read the history of France from 1850 to 1934 and 
read about the riots in Paris and read about what happened to the 
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social democratic forces in France, and see how they were caught up, 
actually physically caught up, on one end of the bridge across the 
Seine River in 1934. On one side were the Fascists. I forget the 
name now. I think the Cross of Fire. And on the other end of the 
bridge were the Communists. And in between stood the helpless 
people of Paris. These two totalitarian groups ground them up, sup- 
posedly to get at each other. And when they got to the other side, 
they walke ddown the road together. This is the history, the physical 
history, throughout the world. How ill-advised can people be not 
to understand this? 

Mr. McDowett. Well, unfortunately, this experience is again an 
example of the fact that the Communist movement, being purely : 
movement seeking power, has no limitations upon its tactics of prin- 
ciple, logic, or consistency, or the allies which it seeks, and the Com- 
munist hand from the left washes the Fascist or reactionary hand 
from the left in almost any recent critical juncture of history, since 
1917, and that certainly goes within the trade-union movement. 

In New York State, for example, as late as November 1950, ——. 
lican as well as Democratic candidates were still making political 
alliance with the Communist-dominated American Labor Party and 
getting elected, too. 

On the other hand, a genuine subversive of the right has recently 
been pouring out his race- and class-hate filfth here in the East on 
behalf of a conservative candidate for President whose repudiation of 
him will be ineffective as in almost all such past cases. 

In 1937 only a few old experienced hands still draw the line against 
the now hypocritically democracy professing Communists in labor 
and elsewhere. The oflicial heads of the CIO in that year in pursuit 
of their contest with the A. F. of L. entered into actual negotiations 
behind my back with the organized Communist bloc within our union. 
Members of this identifiable Communist bloc insisted on my letting 
them escort me to a meeting with one of the great non-Communist 
labor leaders of the Nation and the CIO, who is now dead and shall 
remain nameless, where by obvious prearrangement I was pressured 
and threatened with the smashing of my union, if I did not comply 
with their wishes to join the trek to the CIO, even in violation of the 
wishes and at cost of secession of large parts of my membership. ao 
parallel intrigue with a recognized Communist group with no leg: 
mandate, while engaged in ostensible, but obviously, empty mais r 
correspondence with myself as the elected head of the umion, con- 
tinued for months. In the end, I performed on my oath of office by 
keeping most of my union together and still in the A. F. of L. and 
allowing the Communist clique to maneuver themselves out of the 
union by repudiation of their own agreement to abide by democratic 
processes of referendum of membership, and we slammed the door on 
them for the second and final time as an organized group. 

Nevertheless, this Communist rump plus a few dupes, most of whom 
have since publicly repented and acknowledged they were verepees, 
were promptly chartered by the CIO as the United Furniture Worker: 
of America. It should be noted that they are still tolerated witl - 
that body although once charged and acquitted without trial an 
although now headed by a president who was a chief of the Contanenist 
group in our union and of the secession, who, although he made submis- 
sion to recent announced CIO general policy, has never, to my careful 
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reading of his pronouncements, either repudiated and severed him- 
self from his undenied Communist past or denounced by name the 
present Communist party and programs. Neither has he yet on 
his own motion taken any step to rid himself of avowed Communist 
local union officers, some of whom just last year were busily engaged 
in using his union’s name as part of a propaganda delegation to 
Moscow. This example of sloppy leadership on Communist clean-up 
is, of course, not all one sided. When a bitter jurisdictional struggle 
between several A. F. of L. unions in California a few years ago 
subjected important A. F. of L. union to some temptation, well- known 
Communist was employed as organizer and was used by one side, and 
only in the last few months has he been expelled and the charter of 
the local dissolved. 

Why do we need new legislation or any, do you ask? Perhaps you 
refer to the present non- Communist affidavit clause of the Taft- Hart- 
ley law. Our union has specific experience to prove that clause is un- 
enforceable and completely ineffective in enabling unions to even 
get rid of Communist officers. I refer again to the case of the United 
Furniture Workers, C1O staffed from top to bottom in key posts for 
many years by a majority of officers whom we had identified in pain- 
ful struggle over years, as hard-core Communists, originally in our 
union or ‘palmed off on us in the prodigal’s return in 1935, then de- 
parting again on Communist Party orders to join the CLO in 1937. 
The present president of the CIO United Furniture Workers is one 
of these individuals. 

In 1946 the non-Communist president of the United Furniture 
Workers, who had been carefully held in front of the Communist 
secretary-treasurer and other officers since their chartering by CIO 
in 1937-88, revolted. He resigned as cee he denounced the 
Communist clique controlling the union in spite of himself and a 
strong majority of the membership, and be hittenty censured himself 
as a “fool” for ever thinking that working with the Communists was 
“the liberal thing to do.” 

A number of these members, the largest proportion of them, who 
followed him in withdrawing from that union, are today members of 
our international union. But the non-Communist president and the 
other non-Communist officers and representatives also left that or- 

ganization, and of course the consequence was that the present presi- 
dent and the officers took over, were those who then remained, in- 
cluding at that time one Max Perlow, a known and avowed Com- 
munist. 

Now, follow this point as to the operations under the law: 

After refusing to comply and file non-Communist affidavits for 
over a year, these officers of the United Furniture Workers as a result 
of raids from other unions including other CIO unions, and pres- 
sure from their membership, were compelled in early summer of 
1949 to comply. They had received Communist Party permission 
to do so if necessary over a year before, according to our reliable 
grape vine. All they had to do in the cases of identified Communist 
Party members, who were assumed to be in FBI files, was by prior 
argreement to file a resignation from the party by registered mail, re- 
turn receipt requested, and then the day following to file their affi- 
davits. One classical case stood out. 
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Max Perlow, the secretary-treasurer of the UFWA and Communist 
Party whip in that CIO union, was in a delicate position. He had 
once some 20 years before “deviated”; that is, had guessed wrong on 
who was Stalin’s choice in the American Communist Party, been 
expelled, and got back only on his knees. He had to put icing on the 
cake. Therefore, when he resigned from the Communist Party he 
announced it publicly, stated to the press that it was only pro forma 
and that he was still undyingly loyal to the Communist program and 
principles. 

Clearly, if any case was ever subject to prosecution under the 
present law, this one was. We called the attention of the General 
Counsel of the NLRB and of the Attorney General to the press state- 
ments, we supplied them with documentary data, even with Perlow’s 
“party name” and waited and waited. There apparently was no 
basis of practical prosecution, and a year later when the United 
Furniture Workers had to go through some motions under present 
law to allow the CIO to refrain from | pitching them out on their ears 
along with other Communist-dominated outfits, Perlow was the scape- 
goat, an open devil’s advocate, who was ostentatiously defeated and 
the case became to some extent, moot. Clearly, either the Depart- 
ment of Justice was incompetent or playing politics with prosecutions, 
or else the present law is unenforceable and an actual detriment to 
law enforcement and general respect for the law, as is any law which 
is unenforceable. 

Senator Humrpnrey. Mr. McDowell, I again want to remind the 
staff here, and I say these things for the record, because I want it 
followed up: I want to find out why these prosecutions have not taken 
place, and I want to find out from the Justice Department whether 
this law is enforceable or whether it is not enforceable. This is a 
mockery of the law. It is a rotten shame, to permit a law to go unen- 
forced. Whether you like the law or you do not, if it is on the books, 
it is supposed to be enforced. 

And it appears to many that the Justice Department could at least 
look into this thing. I can tell you and you can tell Mr. Hoffman 
that I am going to have it looked into. I did not like their testimony 
when they were over here before the committee anyhow. They did 
not seem to have much to say. 

Mr. McDowe tu. The experience in this particular case, Mr. Chair- 
man, might I say, was very explicit, and it was the opinion of attor- 
neys who were not members of the Department of Justice that inade- 
quate as may be this phrasing in the law, this case was one on which 
there could be ver y adequate prosecution, because there was a public 
record made by the individual as to his continuing devotion to the 
thing which is proscribed by law on the part of a certified union 
official. However, that is a matter on which we are not competent to 
any more than hazard an opinion. 

But if that case is not subject to prosecution, then the law itself 
is a mockery. 

Even further, other sections of the Taft-Hartley law actually pre- 
vent unions at present from cleaning house on Communists in the 
key shops. As Secretary-Treasurer George Meany of the A. F. of L. 
points out in his answer to your committee chairman’s questionnaire, 
paragraph (b) (2), section 8 of the Taft-Hartley Act forbids a union 
under union-shop contract to oust any worker from employment ex 
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cept for nonpayment of dues. This is a charter for Communists in 
the shop. Whether intended or not, the present law actually operates 
to first fasten the disgrace of Communist association only on unions 
although I can cite specific examples ef employers in our trade, and 
employers’ association spokesmen and lawyers who are clearly Com- 
munists and operating to deliberately worsen labor-management rela- 
tions in their professional capacities. 

Might I depart from President Hoffman’s statement again to say 
that I interviewed an employer in Chicago following an election in 
which an opposing Communist-dominated union had lost the election, 
and this individual employer told me flatly that he was a loyal Com- 
munist and that he was going out of business before he would sign 
a contract with our non-Communist union. This was no dissembling 
on his part. He was a businessman. He also happened to be a Com- 
munist. He also did just what he said he intended to do to us. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you suppose he had any intellectual 
schizophrenia on capitalism versus Marxism ¢ 

Mr. McDowe tt. I think that anyone living in a free society such 
as the United States who is sincerely a Communist and not merely a 
cynical time-server seeking some remote personal objective, must in 
every sense be living in two worlds, one, the world which he articulates 
from, and the other the world of reality in which he eats his meals 
and lives in his home and has his friends and moves freely about. 

jut in this case, I might also point out that there are other types. 

I might point out that in the State of Indiana there is an individual 
who, for many years, was on the National Labor Relations Board staff, 
and we always identified him as one of those who worked with the 
Communist clique. One day he resigned. He resigned from his post 
in the Labor Relations Board. He became overnight associated with 
an employers’ association, whose cases he had been handling for 
Government, one of the toughest, roughest, most antiunion employers’ 
associations in southern Indiana. This individual promptly turned 
up at the local Catholic church, for the first time he had been to mass, 
he admitted to the father in charge, for 7 years. That much of a 
concession he made. He changed his employers, his way of living, 
everything but his tactics. And his tactics to this day have sown 
strikes of months in length in that community. And as far as we are 
concerned, we have every indication that he continues in other pro- 
fessional associations to favor left-wing unions in furniture and 
electrical and other industries of one kind or another. So the whole 
question has been approached in the wrong fashion under the legis- 
lation, as far as we can see, in its one-sided approach, because there are 
Communist employers in our industry at least, and there are Com- 
munists among employers’ professional representatives in this profes- 
sion engaged in business on behalf of employers in our trades. 

Then the law is so written that it is unenforceable and actually 
gives cover to cheerfully immune Communist perjurers. Let me ex- 
plain what I mean in that point. In one of our midwestern local 
unions we have a member who was once committed to a mental in- 
stitution and subsequently certified as cured. In every debate he rises 
and points out that he has a certificate to prove that he is 
sane and that no one on the other side of the argument can produce 
such evidence. In the actual operation of the filing’ of affidavits as 
qualified under the Taft-Hartley Act, although the act is so loosely 
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drawn and so loosely enforced, probably, as well, it has not been 
tested. I have heard many cynical remarks by well-established Com- 
munist unionists, “After all, I have been accepted by the United 
States Government. My affidavit as to my stand is on record. There- 
fore, how can I be accused of this subversive connection ?” 

The filing of affidavits is now complete by all known Communist- 
dominated unions. Only a few clearly non-Communist unions are 
withholding compliance. 

The acceptance without challenge of these pro forma affidavits by 
the “scofflaws” is used by Communist union officers to actually en- 
hance their position with their members. They use the defense in- 
voked by a Communist officer discovered a few years ago in our union. 
“How could I be a Communist”? he exclaimed. “W hy, the union 
laws themselves say that no Communist can be an officer and you 
know I have been a local union officer for a long time.” 

This kind of reasoning is a very real thing in keeping troubled 
union members quiet. 

Thousands of members of Communist-dominated unions are today 
actually reassured by operation of the Taft-Hartley Act as to their 
continued employment of Communist officers. Having thus smeared 
the labor organizations, implicity cleared the employing interest on 
the other side of the table, the present law then gives the Communist 
officers a virtual health certificate in exchange for a perjured affidavit, 
and helps to keep them in, to hurt the country and discredit and to 
harm organized labor. 

Then to fill our cup to overflowing, in reaching in to wipe out all 
disciplinary powers of a union over its members save in respect to 
minimum financial obligation, the law can actually operate to protect 
the individual Communist in his destructive work, provided he con- 
fines his operations to injuring the union interest, since the employer 
under this one-sided law retains intact or even increases his disci- 
plinary powers. <A responsible union can scarcely ignore antiunion 
activities in which a hardened Communist will sooner or later engage. 
Yet under the present law, the loyal union’s only resource is to expel 
the individual from the union and leave him in the shop unharmed, 
or even in a sneering privileged position, as long as he proffers his 
payment of monthly “dues. 

Now mark how this can operate. As I have before related, our 
union unloaded its Communist freight in one large operation in 
1937-38 with the Communist Party directed departure of all Commu- 
nist elements to make up the new CIO United Furniture Workers, 
except for a few sleepers deliberately left to later disrupt and disor- 
ganize from time to time. That particular tactic has been used in 
every organization under the sun since 1919. You can read about it 
ad infinitum. So the pattern is an always precise and always repeated 
one. 

In 1939, our international union, years in advance of even any 
proposal for any Government law, slammed the door shut on all 
Communist elements past or future by an amendment to the union 
constitution barring any member of a Communist or Fascist or other 
totalitarian party or organization, or any person adhering to their 
principles, from holding any union office of any kind. Ev ery candi- 
date for office bas to execute a pledge of office before entering on his 
duties, pledging that he was qualified for office in respect to freedom 
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from any such membership or allegiance. The principle was made 
clear. Our union general laws, as we call our constitution, guarantees 
every member a democratic form of union government and no one 
failing to adhere to the American system of civil liberties in good 
faith, can obv iously sincerely seek office in which he must uphold and 
protect those civil liberties for all. We cannot deny a man bread by 
working at this trade in a union shop, regardless of views, in absence 
of overt illegal or antiunion act, but if an adherent of the totalitarian 
philosophy violates union laws by making a false pledge of office, he 
idee ly cannot only be removed from office, but also expelled from 
union membership for deliberate violation of its laws. 

We have tested this in practice, as your chairman is well aware, in a 
widely publicized case, that of Peter Warhol of Minneapolis. This 
local union officer after passage of our union law barring Communists 
from office in 1939, affirmed that he was not any longer a Communist 
and signed a union pledge of office, and so far as known refrained 
from any detectable Communist activity. In 1946 he returned from 
a substantial period of military service, and resumed union office, but 
apparently emboldened by a background of creditable military service 
and by the confusion of the times began to express Communist views 
and sympathies and in December 1946 publicly, in the presence of 
other union officers, announced his communism. Accordingly, he was 
stopped from initiation into a new term of office in January 1947. 
As a matter of fact, I happened to be the agent for the international 
union at that time and stopped him as he approached the bar to take 
his oath of office. He was brought to a public union trial in the city 
of Minneapolis in early spring of 1947. The case attracted national 
attention and was the first trial of its kind attended and reported by 
national magazine and the general press. Full protection was granted 
the accused in the presentation of the case against him and of his right 
to defend himself and to call witnesses and to have trial at such 
convenient times as to permit his fellow workers to attend and watch 
proceedings. 

The case both as to facts and union law and principles involved was 
carefully and painstakingly prepared by the international union, and 
during the trial the accused fin: illy admitted the truth of the charges 
and although full appeal was allowed and taken to the national con- 
vention of our union here in Washington in 1948, his removal from 
office and expulsion from the union was upheld on all points. The 
union’s case was so well prepared and handled that the union pro- 
ceedings were used by the Immigration Division of the United States 
Department of Justice as the basis for securing a deportation order 
against Warhol subsequently, the individual having entered this coun- 
try as a small child but because of some peculiar party policy, failing 
in adult years to complete the securing of citizenship. 

Senator Humpnrey. By the way, what finally happened in this 
case ? Did I not read something about that later on ? 

Mr. McDowe.u. The case, Mr. Chairman, has many tragic over- 
tones. The individual is still in this country, because the place of his 
origin is obscured because it was part of the Austro- Hungarian Em- 
pire. And under the present immigration law, there is no place to 
which the deportation order can actually be carried out. He comes 
from an area which originally, I believe, was under the jurisdiction 
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and is now under Russian domina- 
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tion, had been under Czechoslovakian administration and was ab- 
sorbed. So it is a very confusing situation with the changing of the 
lines in Europe. 

This one case cost the international union thousands of dollars, to 

say nothing of the time and attention of its officers over a period of 
a year and a half. There was nothing pleasant about it since we 
were acting against a war veteran as well as a capable and popular 
local union officer, who happened to be also personally likeable and 
inoffensive aside from his conspiratorial political activity, and who 
was also, incidentally, a loyal supporter of the inter national presi- 
dent in union activities, as far as union policy was concerned. 

However, gentlemen of the committee, mark you, that if it were 
not for the accidental circumstances that because this individual 
so long a paid union officer that he had no shop rights, that by the 
time his conviction was upheld by our convention in 1948, the present. 
labor-management law would have forced us to allow him to remain 
a dues-free employee of some employer in our industry. There, pro- 
tected by Taft-Hartley, he would have been in an excellent position 
to build a powerful following on basis of undeniable personal popu- 
larity and to disrupt the union and its collective bargaining. ‘Thus, 
the Taft-Hartley law, save for a lucky accident, w ould have penalized 
the union, for having long since passed and enforced a union law 
which is effective in doing, “what the law now announces is the aim of 
Federal law in respect to union officers, but which as drawn is ineffect- 
ive in accomplishing that objective, where our law functions but is 
again interfered with by the Federal law. 

Obviously the present law is so deficient as to prevent any ac- 
complishment of its declared purpose by any administrative device 
or improvement. The present law in combination with other con- 
tradictory clauses actually defeats its own purpose in actual opera- 
tion and worse yet disables prior existing union machinery from serv- 
ing the law’s purpose. 

There is no reason why legislation such as we propose should 
normally and honestly be so administered as to threaten and weaken 
clear-cut non-Communist unions, though the present law, in experience 
does just that. Abuses there may always be, but if that vague danger 
were to paralyze the legislative will, we would have very little law 
indeed. ‘The Communist propaganda and the vague fears of those 
fuzzy-minded people they have panicked, to the effect that democracy 
has no way to discriminate between dissent which it must protect, 
and conspiracy to destroy the very system that protects the right for 
diversity of views and their free expression, is a counsel of despair 
and a plea that democracy, as a system, has no right or capacity for 
self-preservation. 

In summary, may I say to the committee the following: 

In the period prior to 1935 the experienced leadership of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor was for the most part adequate to privately 
deal through our private resources with Communist infiltration, des- 
pite the fact that this infiltration was not a domestic, peaceful volun- 
tary movement, but a military conspiratorial type foreign government 
directed and financed operation. However, when in 1935, the Fed- 
eral Government by law, for a public welfare purpose, namely, union 
self-organization for the purpose of encouraging industrial collective 
bargaining, and when a split in the old experienced and traditional 
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labor movement simultaneously developed, and when top officers of the 
new CIO whose own experience had led them to bar Communists 
from membership in their own unions, began to make deals with and 
hand over to known Communists, everything from farm workers to 
office workers, a new situation was created. 

This situation cannot be met by old voluntary methods since it was 
not created by old volnutary methods. The CIO has changed its 
policy and sought to mend the damage of the days when its top ofli- 
cers supped with the devil and neglected, after a while, to even use a 
long spoon. Government, too, has sobered up, but the inheritance of 
previous dissipation is still with us in Communist entrenchment in 
a few but still all too strategic spots in our collective-bargaining 
structure. 

The present law is ineffective or worse. A problem remains. It is 
unlikely that it will be substantially solved unless legislation is avail- 
able to clean up corners where the private initiative of labor cannot 
be depended to reach. Maximum dependence should be placed on the 
private initiative of labor. Government is at its best when it indi- 

cates and makes attractive by its legislation, the right course of action, 

witleoed trying to substitute itself for responsibility of its citizens. 
The prince iple i is indicated in the device of the old farmer with two 
quarrelng sons, who provided for division of his farm in his will by 
assigning one son to divide the farm and the second one to have first 
choice. If legislation effectively denies to unions or union members 
who tolerate Communist domination, the fruits of their bartering 
with their country’s enemies, we should quickly improve the present 
situation with such help. 

And I might say in passing that when we are discussing the prin- 
ciple of attractive legislation, quite a number of years ago there was 
a great deal of difficulty in getting honesty in performance and in 
the public interest on the part of people declaring their goods for en- 
try ad valorem under the customs. And at that time I believe the 
Feder ‘al Government passed a law which provided, I believe, that if 
the estimate made by the customs officer in opinion of importer was 
too high, the Government could buy it in at this too high figure from 
the importer. This seemed to be an automatic type of control, be- 
cause it put the self-interest of the individual to operate under the 
law to serve a public pyrpose and cut down the amount of conten- 
tious process that there was. 

We think that this type of legislation we recommend would en- 
courage more private initiative and more private vigilance on the 
part of all sections of the labor movement, including those who pos- 
sibly have been remiss in their leadership and vigilance. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you, Mr. McDowell, and I ask you to 
convey my appreciation to Mr. Hoffman for making his statement 
available to us. 

Your document: ation in this statement, Mr. McDowell, is very good. 
I think you have given us a great deal to think about. 

Needless to say, you have taken a point of view different from 
others who have appeared before this committee. That is always 
good, because we want to get these different points of view as to what 
we might do. 

Mr. McDowe.t. It is not my purpose or that of Mr. Hoffman’s 
statement to comment on the opinions of others who have appeared 
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before this committee. In this case we have submitted data which 
is based on the concrete experience of our international union and 
its officers from a period from 1922 down to the present date on this 
spec ifie question. 

Senator Humpnrey. What is the membership of your international? 

Mr. McDowett. The membership is approximately 60,000 mem- 
bers, but this includes membership spread over the United States, 
Canada, and Puerto Rico. 

Senator Humpnrey. In most of the major cities of our country / 

Mr. McDowett. Almost all major cities of the Nation. The nature 
of the furniture industry is such that it is present in substantial form 
in about 46 out of the 48 States. But it is small scale individual in- 
dustry for the most part. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you again very much. 

Mr. McDowety. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Nelson, my patient friend, we shall hear 
from you now. 

I first want to apologize for keeping you waiting this long. You 
have been very generous, and considerate, and cooperative. Without 
keeping you any longer, I will ask that you proceed and give us your 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE R. NELSON, GRAND LODGE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, MACHIN- 
ISTS’ BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, my name is George R. Nelson. I am 
a grand lodge representative for the International Association of 
Machinists. My address is Machinists’ Building, Ninth and Mount 
Vernon Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

I might say there is an error in the date of this statement, Mr. 
Chairman, because it was made up for yesterday’s testimony, and we 
did not get down here. 

I should like to express my sincere appreciation for this opportunity 
to express the views of the International Association of Machinists on 
this very important subject of Communist-dominated unions. 

At the very outset I should like to point out that the International 
Association of Machinists recognized and met the dangers of this 
subject many years ago. W ithout encouragement from governmental 
sources or the pressure of public opinion, official action was taken in 
the 1924 convention to meet this threat. At that time our organization 
directed that no member of the International Association of Ma- 
chinists could hold membership in or affiliate with any Communist 
organization and continue his membership in our organization. 
Again in 1947 a declaration of policy regarding me mbership in, or 
support of, totalitarian organizations was ‘set forth as follows: 


To the Officers and Members of All Local Lodges of the I. A. M., Greetings: 

Official circular No. 183 issued August 15, 1925, set forth the policy action of 
the executive council in naming the Trade Union Edueational League, the 
Workers’ (Communist) Party, the Young Peoples’ League or Young Workers’ 
League as organizations antagonistic in character and dual in nature to the 
International Association of Machinists: The policy declaration was pursuant 
to action taken by the convention of the I. A. of M., held in Detroit, Mich., 
September 1924. 
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The closing declaration in Official Circular No. 185 states: 

“In accordance with the above, all of our lodges and all of our members are 
hereby notified that on and after October 15, 1925, no member of the International 
Association of Machinists can hold membership in or affiliation with any of the 
afore-mentioned dual organizations and continue his membership in our associa- 
tion.” 

More than a score of years has elapsed since the issuance of this policy declara- 
tion by the executive council. Today, communism and other totalitarian 
ideologies pose as even greater threat to the free nations of the world, the 
International Association of Machinists and all other free trade-unions, 

Communism, fascism, and naziism are not just political ideologies of the coun- 
tries with which they are identified. These three and all other similar groups 
which seek to attain their ends by forcible overthrow of all existing institutions, 
the Constitution of the United States, and the abolition of private property are 
dual in nature and contrary to the ideals and principles set forth in the con- 
stitution of the International Association of Machinists. 

Advocates of totalitarianism proclaim that the people exist for the good of 
the state. The International Association of Machinists holds and will forever 
cherish and protect the principle of the state existing for the good of the people. 

Therefore, in order to further safeguard our free trade-unions and our way 
of life, the executive council, in a session which convened January 13, 1947, in 
Washington, D, C., unanimously adopted the following motions to supplement and 
strengthen its August 15, 1925, policy declaration : 

“That any individual who advocates or encourages communism, fascism, nazi- 
ism, or any other totalitarian philosophy, or who, by other actions, gives support 
to these “philosophies” or “isms” is not eligible to membership in the 1. A. of M. 

“That any member of the Internatiomal Association of Machinists who advo- 
cates or encourages communism, fascism, naziism, or any other totalitarian 
philosophy, or who, by other actions, gives support to these “philosophies” or 
“isms” is subject to the charge of “improper conduct” and trial under “Article 
K-Code”’—and if guilty shall be expelled.” 

It is expected that every local and district lodge, as well as the entire member- 
ship will take due notice of the announced policy and be governed accordingly. 

It was signed by the then international president, Harvey W. 
Brown, and the general secretary-treasurer, Mr. Eric Peterson. 

Senator Humpnrey. May I interrupt to pay tribute to Mr. Brown, 
who is not only a great union leader but a great citizen. I knew Mr. 
Brown and knew him well, and I consider it one of the most whole- 
some and privileged friendships of my life. 

I also know your present president, Mr. Hayes, and I want to pay 
my respects to him. I can honestly say that if the trade-union leader- 
ship continues to have men of his character and caliber, we are going 
to be a very fortunate country, and public rights and public welfare 
will always be respected. It isa real honor to work with these people. 
I want the matter made of record here. I know Mr. Hayes intimately 
and have the greatest regard for him. 

Mr. Netson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

rhe LAM opposes the growth and encouragement of communism 
for many reasons. Principally, we are opposed to it because its basic 
teachings are contradictory to the democratic form of government we 
have in this Nation. Secondly, we are opposed to communism because 
it seeks to weaken and destroy our organization. It seeks to subvert 
the true purpose of our organization, from one of serving our members 
to one of serving the U.S. 8. R. 

Communism, like fascism and nazism, defies the very concept of the 
dignity of the individual. This concept is unique to the Western 
World and implies the attainment of maximum freedoms for the indi- 
vidual, including political, social, and economic. What we commonly 
term “liberalism” in our everyday speech is precisely those attempts 
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to increase the freedom of the individual in one or more areas of his 
life without destroying other freedoms in the process. 

We in this country have attempted to maintain a balance of free- 
doms for the individual—political, social, and economic; it is agreed 
that much must be accomplished if we are to assert that each “indi- 
vidual of this Nation has achieved the dignity and freedoms commen- 
surate with our wealth and resources. 

It is my belief that a trade-union is not an end in itself. It is a 
means to an end—that of securing and maintaining the economic se- 
curity and the industrial freedoms of the individu: al worker. When a 
labor union fails in that purpose, it has no reason to exist and should 
close its books. 

Communists in labor unions have attempted to subvert these inher- 
ent purposes. They have instead attempted to use labor unions for 
their own purposes, namely, the furtherance of the Soviet line. While 
they have maintained that the welfare of the workers is supreme, it is 
interesting to note that their actions in our organization and in other 
labor unions were primarily related to the furtherance of the 
U.S.S.R. There are instances where the Communists did respond 
to the needs of the individual members, but this was done only to 
maintain their position. It is only a matter of time until they set 
aside the needs of the individual workers and wholeheartedly support 
the dictates of the Kremlin. 

The IAM has within its constitution an explicit statement pro- 
claiming that any individual encouraging communism will be ex- 
pelled. Let me read this article to you: 

Any member or members of any local lodge who attempt to inaugurate or 
encourage secession from the grand lodge or any local lodge, or who advocate, 
encourage, or attempt to inaugurate any dual labor movement, or who violate 
the provisions of the constitution of the grand lodge, or the constitution for 
local lodges, or any Member who advocates or encourages communism, fascism, 
nazism or any other totalitarian philosophy, or who, by other actions gives 
support to these “philosophies” or “isms,” shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
deemed guilty of conduct unbecoming a member and subject to fine or expulsion, 
or both (art. 25, sec. 2). 

We have already expelled known Communists from our organiza- 
tion under the jurisdiction of this article. We have expended thou- 
sands of dollars fighting these cases in the courts of our land. Let 
me cite just a few instances of where we have expelled Communists: 

The president of one of our local lodges in the city of New York 
was expelled from our organization after it was apparent that he 
was using his position to expound the Soviet line. He repeatedly 
exercised the weight of his office to uphold the actions of the Soviet 
regime, and, at the same time, severely criticized our Government, 
our organization, and the entire American labor movement. This 
action could not be tolerated in our organization. 

In St. Louis, we had a similar case where the president of a local 
lodge refused to sign the non-Communist affidavit. He resigned his 
position of president but continued to be active in the local lodge and, 
i particular, furthering the Soviet line. Based upon evidence pre- 
sented at his trial and consistent with the constitution of our organi- 
zation, he was found guilty and expelled. 

There have been other instances throughout the country where we 
have expelled Communists from our organization. As I have pointed 
out heretofore, our organization, along with other bona fide labor 
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unions of this country, has realized the danger of Communists within 
our ranks before our Government or other institutions in our society 
realized the necessity of curbing and restricting their influence. I do 
not think it is fair that labor unions should be constantly singled out 
as the prime segment of our society harboring Communists. It is 
evident by the philosophy of communism itself and by the irresponsi- 
ble behavior of its members, that they will penetrate any organization 
or any segment of this society to accomplish their ends. We have 
seen evidence of communism openly acting to destroy our Government 
in American business, in American churches, American schools, and 
in American veterans’ organizations. With these apparent facts at 
hand, our Government has only seen fit to single out American labor ; 
and, even so, they have failed to allow American labor to completely 
arrest the activities and influence of Communists in unions and in the 
shops. If American labor is to be singled out as the prime institution 
harboring known Communists, our Government has an obligation to 
permit American labor to clean its own house. Thus far this has not 
been done. 

It is my belief that to permanently arrest the growth of communism 
in this Nation, it is necessary to eliminate those institutions or areas 
that fertilize the growth of communism. Communism has a strong 
appeal to those who are not now enjoying the individual freedoms— 
political, social, and economic—that are being enjoyed by others in 
our society. I am certain that until we remove many of the social, 
political, and economic inequities within this Nation there will be 
many who will be susceptible to the false promises of the Kremlin. 

These inequities create fears that undermine security, stability, and 
normal conditions. Low wages, discrimination, inadequate medical 
care, lack of educational opportunities, unemployment, slum hous- 
ings—all of these conditions create fears and wants that the Com- 
munists have so readily and aptly exploited. 

Labor unions have been consistently advocating measures to correct 
and relieve these conditions which breed communism. Yes, we have 
supported, not only domestic programs, but, in adidtion, we have co- 
operated with the State Department in their Voice of America broad- 
casts, we have endorsed and supported economic aid to European and 
other neighbors of the world. We have sent representatives to Eu- 
rope to assist those countries to maintain a democratic form of gov- 
ernment. It is safe to say that organized labor has done more than 
any one segment of our society, both on the domestic and foreign 
fronts, to expose the dangers of communism and other totalitarian 
forms of government. Despite our efforts, we have not been assisted 
in this undertaking even by the Congress of the United States. Ac- 
tually, Congress has enacted legislation which not only implies that 
labor is the only segment of our society in which Communists exist, 
but retards and prevents labor unions from taking action to expel such 
persons even if they are found guilty of belonging to the Communist 
Party. Asan example, I refer to the present Labor-Management Re- 
lations Act which makes it unlawful for a union to force the discharge 
of an employee, even though he is a known advocate of un-American 
principles or an agent of a foreign government. 

Our experience leads us to the opinion that ultraconservatives and 
reactionaries in this country, who are opposed to all types of social and 
economic reforms which offset advantages to the plain people, made a 
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greater contribution to the aren of communism than any other seg- 
ment of our society. In fact, it is our belief that this reactionary ele- 
ment has made more Communists in the United States than has the 
Communist Party, itself. 

It is also important to realize that communism cannot be stopped by 
military means or prohibitive legislation alone. We must prove to 
the plain people of our country that our great resources can provide 
a decent standard of living for all the people and not just a privileged 
few. We must also prove » that freedom and demoe racy are more than 
just words in our Constitution and Bill of Rights. There is also 
another important aspect to this problem. W hile we ac tively oppose 
communism and favor every effective means to abolish it, we must be 

careful that we do not accept fascism or some other totalitarian form 
of government in its place. In this connection, we want to strike a 
word of warning that many of those who are screaming against com- 
munism today are using this method as a subterfuge to gain selfish 
ends or are themselves bordering on fascism. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize the need for domestic legislation, 
particularly on those subjects which I cited before, which at present 
constitute the cesspools which breed communism. When whe have 
the means to procure decent housing, are able to receive and pay for 
decent medical are, are free from unjust discrimination and unem- 
ployment and the fear of economic disaster, we will have the best anti- 
dote to Communist agitation. In addition, I cannot emphasize too 
strongly thecurrent need to repeal the present Labor-Management Re- 
lations Act and enact a modern labor law consistent with the best 
interests of our country today. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you very much, Mr. Nelson. 

I just want to go back to page 7 of your statement and just make 
note again for the record of the fine spirit of cooperation and assist- 
ance which your organization and other labor organizations likewise 
of the A. F. of L. and the CIO have extended to our Government in 
foreign relations as well as on the home front. I am familiar with 
many of the people from the labor movement. I think it is fair. to 

say, and I have said this before, that without the selfless dedication 

to purpose on the part of many of the men and women who have come 
out of the ranks of organized labor, who have been willing to go to 
other countries, in Europe and the Near East and the Far East, the 
labor movements of those countries would today be in a much more 
difficult position and would be much more strongly Communist in- 
filtrated and controlled. 

I recall when your former president, Mr. Brown, went to Europe. 
In fact, I think I had a little hand in it. I recommended Mr. Brown 
to the President of the United States and the Secretary of State and 
have continued to recommend people in the American labor unions. 

Secause the American labor union knows best this problem and knows 
best how to deal with it. 

Furthermore, the Communists have made a tremendous impact 
upon trade-unions in the countries of Western Europe, and now thev 
are working feverishly in the southeastern part of Asia and all the 
Asiatic countries. And there again we need trained people from the 
American labor movement who have been trained in the school of 
experience to give a helping hand. And how good it would be and 
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how appropriate if, in the Congress, our Government would take ade- 
quate recognition of this service. 

I have had reports from labor representatives who were sent over 
by the A. F. of L. and the ClO into Indonesia and Burma and Paki- 
stan, the most revealing reports you ever could get, much better than 
the Government makes available to the general public, reports that 
tell a sad story and yet a story of what we have been able to do in 
order to ward off this constant infiltration. 

L ought to say for the record how little we understand what is going 
on. Take Indonesia, for example. Every single month of the year 
the Communist International, the Kremlin, the Politburo, take out of 
Indonesia 50 to 100 young men and women and take them to China 
and to Russia and educate them in Communist tactics. What do we 
do? Wesend them a pamphlet. 

We have been cutting down on our exchange program in this coun- 
try, cutting it down severely. Now the Congress of the United States 
has even cut down on the exchange of people under Mutual Security 
in order to save a couple of dollars. And the most loudly vocal anti- 
Communists in the Congress were the ones that made the cut. And 
right in every one of these countries it is clear what the situation is. 
I talked with Chester Bowles, our Ambassador to India. What are 
the Communists doing there/ They are taking key people out of 
India as fast as they can do it up into China and Russia. To do what? 
To be trained. And by the time they get through training these 

eople, they will not be people who are loyal to India. They will be 
Oy: al to Russi: a. 

Look at Mao Tse-tung in China, trained in the Soviet Union. In 
every one of these countries these people are carefully trained and 
nurtured. And what do we do? We look upon anybody in any of 
these countries who does not agree with every last iota of our economic 
system with suspicion. We say, “Well, he does not subscribe to the 
doctrines of tht National Association of Manufacturers. We have 
got to be a little careful.” When, in fact, many of these people, par- 
ticul: ily the younger people in these countries, are idealistic. They 
are searching for new answers, but they are pro-freedom. They want 
to be democratic. And we just missed the boat, and we are missing 
the boat. 

I wish the American people could have heard what I heard on Tues- 
day night about what is transpiring in India with 350 million people 
on the ballots. We lost 400 million in China, you know. Or not we, 
but the free world; 350 million of them. And what are the Commu- 
nists doing in India ? 

They are not working at the top government level. You know, we 
have always worried about the top government. They are working 
village to village, farm to farm, home to home, school to school. They 
are putting in millions and millions of dollars into libraries and books 
and pamphlets. They are circulating them all through the country- 
side. They are transl: ating them in many dialects and many languages 
What are we doing? We talk about guns all the time. We are woe 
to send another tank. We are going to send the Government another 
tank. Yet we cut the Mutual Security funds for the Far East by tre- 
mendous amounts. We are going to invest into India, with 350 million 
people, $77 million. 
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I would like to tell every mother that is in this room that she can 
just look forward to the death of her son if we continue with this kind 
of nonsense. 

Mr. Netson. Might I just say, Mr. Chairman, in passing, here, that 
I think there is one particular individual that should have the vote and 
gratitude of this country, and his name is Irving Brown. He went 
over to Europe right after the war, and he fought communism. They 
threatened him, tried to kill him. They beat him up. They had to 
put his family under guard, even partially in this country at one time, 
because of the threats, the direct threats, that had been made against 
him. Yet the A. F. of L. and Irv Brown, as a machinist member, 
sponsored and paid for his whole trip over there. He was one of the 
first missionaries we had over there against communism in Europe. 

Senator Humrurey. You hit upon ‘something there. What we need 
are missionaries not only against this Communist conspiracy but 
missionaries to carry out the democratic faith. And that means some- 
thing more than just hirelings. It means something more than politi- 
cal Hessians. We need people that will go over with a zeal to do 
this job. 

Mr. Netson. Well, they can talk to the common people over there. 

Senator Humpurey. That is right; the plain, good, solid folks, 
natives of these countries, the peasantry. ‘Too frequently our people 
want to enjoy the comforts of occidental life. They want air condi- 
tioning; want to ride around in sleek black cars; want their afternoon 
cocktails, And the Communist movement in Europe and particularly 
in Asia is working with the ple ain, simple, solid people of those coun- 
tries, and we are going to wake up one of these mornings, Mr. Nelson, 
and wonder what has hit us. I think we are fooling around too much 
with the military. Stretching out the program for 3 or 4 more years as 
the House did recently is dangerous. We have got to make up our 
minds whether we are living in a world where some bandits are liable 
to be encountered, or just some piggly-wigglies. 

We are living in a world that is going to destroy us if we permit 
them to do so. 

We have to have two shields, the shield of our strength and arma- 
ments, and the shield of our good works. And we are a little bit short 
on our good works. 

This Congress almost wrecked the Mutual Security Program. We 
came within an inch of doing it. And we have seriously crippled it. 
We are placing the emphasis upon military assistance so much that 
we have forgotten some of the economic aspects of it. 

And right now, government after government in Europe is totter- 
ing because of the impact of rearmament upon their very fragile 
economies. ‘This economic assistance is as vital to the securities of 
these countries as their military. I say they both must be there. | 
am not condemning one and praising the other. I am simply saying 
that this is a matter of ballots. And we have so many people con- 
vinced they are being taxed to death that they have forgotten the real 
enemy. Taxation in “America is not the enemy of the American people. 
The Communist international conspiracy is the enemy of our free- 
dom. And our unwillingness to take effective measures to do some- 
thing about it may result in our victimizing ourselves. If we had a 
few less of these profit hounds around here and a few more people 
willing to do something about it, we would be better off. 





COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 329 


Mr. Netson. Mr. Chairman, I think it is very much needed that 
the American people understand that actually it is the Communists 
that made their taxes what they are today. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is right. 

Mr. Nexson. And while they were sleeping and sort of passing 
that thing off, and while it was easy to bandy that word around and 
accuse everybody of being it, they didn’t realize what was growing 
up in their own back yard, and today their own taxes are due to 
what has developed there. 

Senator Humpnurey. The tragedy of this thing is that the people 
who are most vocal in condemnation of communism are the same 
people who are unwilling to recognize how the Communist movement 
works. 

On this Far Eastern situation, I told Ambassador Bowles that I felt 
he owed it to the country to be on television. I was with 16 Members 
of the Congress who were with him the other night. We asked him to 
see the President the noon before he left. ‘The American people have 
got to wake up to what has happened over there. They had a great 
election. The Government of India is trying to put up a great fight 
for its freedom. But we have people here who want the “people of 
India to buy American, use our soap, Our tomato soup, dress like we 
dress, and say, “Hooray for the United States of America,” six times 
a day; when, in fact, if we can get them to say “Hooray for free 
India,” and stand by their own people and their own traditions, they 
will be all right. They will naturally be our friends, without our hav- 
ing to club them into being a kind of a satellite. 

I heard one Member of Congress get up one day and say, “Russia 
has her satellites. We should have ours.” What a miserable philoso- 
phy that is. That plays right into the hands of the Communists. 
We have no satellites and want no satellites. We want people who are 
free people who will willingly associate for a common purpose and a 
common goal, 

I want to again pay tribute to the labor movement in this country 
for what it has done in this great work. I have told a lot of people 
about it, too, Mr. Nelson, ministers and others up and down this land. 
Because they ought to join in a common effort with our laboring people, 
and in an effort to foster these democratic programs. 

I have got my speech off my chest now. But I feel very strongly 
about this. I think this is the’ most important issue of our time, with- 
out a doubt. All this other is important, but, as one man said, you 
cannot have a liberal foreign policy without a liberal domestic policy. 
And how right that is. 

You cannot be talking about the underprivileged and underdevel- 
oped in the other parts of the world without a compassionate concern 
for Americans. 

And right here in this country, we hear the sad and tragic story of 
2 million migratory workers, 2 million people. The unheard mass of 
the American people that are being sacrificed on the altar of greed 
and profit and sordid selfishness, native-born Americans, living like 
swine. Their children are not in school. Their health needs are not 
taken care of, and their housing is so bad that it is almost criminal to 
even describe it. 

Mr. Nevson. No sanitation. 
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Senator Humpnrey. No sanitation; no opportunity. And the 
amazing thing is that they have not all been taken into the Communist 
movement. 

I repeat that one of my main interests in the whole civil-rights pro- 
gram is that you cannot deny people full citizenship and relegate them 
to second-class citizenship without their being filled with frustrations, 
and these frustrations make for a neurosis, and neurotic personalities ; 
and neurotic personalities are the breeding grounds of Communist 
ideology. That is where it really works. All we have to do in this 
country is just keep pushing some people down, denying them their 
place in the sun, denying them their equal opportunity, and they are 
going to turn on us some day. They are going to be caught up in this 
web of conspiratorial communism. 

And I would say to my friends from the North or the South: The 
greatest blow for American foreign policy, for democratic ideals, 
would be to give every man, woman, and child in this country first- 
class citizenship, with no discrimination whatsoever. It may be a 
little uncomfortable to some people whose traditions tell them they 
are not accustomed to it, but if they think they are not properly aecus- 
tomed to permitting an Indian or a Negro to be on an equal status with 
them, they are really going to be unaccustomed when a commissar 
comes around and tells them what to do. 

The session is closed. 

(Whereupon at 12:15 p. m., Thursday, June 19, 1952, the hearing 
was recessed, subject to the call of the Chair. ) 








COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


FRIDAY, JUNE 27, 1952 


Untrep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
LABoR AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the Old 
Supreme Court Room, The Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Humphrey and Aiken. 

Also present: Jack Barbash, staf director: Merton C. Bernstein, 
subcommittee counsel; and Max M. Kampelman, legislative counsel 
to Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humrurey. The committee will come to order. 

The other members of the subcommittee have been notified and 
we hope that some of them will be in here, but we will proceed this 
morning with our testimony. 

This is the next to the last hearing that we are going to have. I 
believe that Mr. Boulware from General Electric is going to be given 
un opportunity to testify, and today the United Electrical Workers’ 
representatives are to testify. 

I believe I have before me, Mr. Matles and Mr. Nixon. We have 
had Mr. Nixon testify before our committee before. 

James J. Matles, you are director of organizations for the United 
Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America? 


STATEMENT OF RUSS NIXON, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, 
UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE WORKERS OF 
AMERICA, AND JAMES J. MATLES, DIRECTOR OF ORGANIZATIONS, 
UNITED ELECTRICAL, RADIO, AND MACHINE WORKERS OF 
AMERICA 


Mr. Maries. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. And Russ Nixon, you are the Washington 
legislative representative ; is that correct / 

Mr. Nixon. That is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. You may proceed according to your own de- 
sire. Are you to open the testimony, Mr. Nixon ¢ 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. And you want to associate yourself and join 
with him, Mr. Matles? 

Mr. Maries. I want to present one portion of the testimony. 
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Senator Humpurey. Mr. Nixon, you have listened to some of the 
other testimony, and you can either go through your statement, as 
we have given other people the permission to do, or you may have 
portions of it incorporated in the body of the record. 

I want to say that we have the veto message up today, as you know, 
on the immigration bill, and it is going to be necessary for me to 
get out not later than 11:30. I thought I would let you know that 
in advance. 

Mr. Barsasu. Do we have copies of your statement ? 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir; we have a statement which we would like to 
incorporate in the record, the entire statement. 

Senator Humpurey. That is fine. * 

Mr. Nixon. And then we would like to summarize for your atten- 
tion this statement in extemporaneous fashion. 

Senator Humpurey. Very good. In other words, you would like 
to have your entire statement made a part of the record as if delivered 
orally ? 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humrenrey. And make a summary of any portions of it 
that you may wish? 

Mr. Nixon. That is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. Very well, we will do that. You go right 
ahead. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF UNITED ELEcTRICAL, RADIO AND MACHINE WORKERS OF AMERICA 
(UE) Opposinc Proposars FOR GOVERNMENT LIMITATIONS OF WORKERS’ FRED 
CHOICE OF UNION, UNION OFFICERS AND POLITICAL VIEWS, AND ON THE R1GHT To 
STRIKE 


This statement on behalf of the United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers 
of America (UE) is presented to the Subcommittee on Labor and Labor-Manage- 
ment Relations of the United States Senate Labor and Public Welfare Commit- 
tee, holding hearings on various proposals to limit through Government control 
workers’ freedom of choice of unions and union officers, workers’ political free- 
doms, and workers’ right to strike under the subcommittee title “Communist 
Domination of Certain Unions.” The UE represents more than 325,000 workers 
in the electrical, machine, and farm-equipment industries in the United States 
and Canada. 


I, BASIC UE POSITION AGAINST GOVERNMENT LIMITATION OF WORKERS’ RIGHTS 


The position of the UE, based on the repeated actions of our membership in 
annual convention and on our democratic constitution, as well as UE’s concern 
for the well-being, security, and freedom of the labor movement and of the entire 
country, is that all proposals (regardless of form and whether under existing or 
proposed new legislation) which would establish Government controls depriving 
workers of their free choice of selection of their own union bargaining agent, or 
of their free choice in selection of union officers, or which would deprive individ- 
ual workers of full protection from discrimination because of their political 
views, or which would limit the right to strike, are profoundly antidemocratic 
and are a major weapon of the antilabor forces seeking to destroy the free effec- 
tive American trade-union movement. 

While no specific legislation is pending before this subcommittee on this ques- 
tion, public statements of the subcommittee chairman, various reports of the 
subcommittee already issued, the record of the hearings already held by this 
subcommittee, and legislation pending before other committees of the Congress 
clearly set forth the various proposals which are in fact before the subcommittee 
for consideration. Senator Hubert Humphrey, the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, in an interview published in the U. S. News & World Report, December 2%, 
1951, and in the course of hearings already held, has already gone far to outline 
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the proposals under consideration. Senator McCarran of Nevada, chairman of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, has introduced two bills (S. 1975 and S. 2548) 
which are pending before the Senate Judiciary Committee and which express in 
precise legislative form some of the main proposals that are in fact before this 
subcommittee. 

The United States Chamber of Commerce, in its publication titled “Commu- 
nism in Labor Unions,” has officially prescribed a line of action to deal with the 
subject matter before the committee, and the General Electric Co., Westinghouse 
Electric Corp., Allis-Chalmers, Western Union, etec., in their response to the 
committee’s subcommittee questionnaire, have detailed proposals for Govern- 
ment control of union affairs. The International Union of Electrical, Radio, and 
Machine Workers (CIO), both through its president and its general counsel, has 
set forth specific proposals for Government control in this field, as has the Inter- 
national Association of Machinists (AFL). The Secretary of Labor, Maurice 
Tobin, presumably speaking for the administration, has offered specific legislative 
proposals to the subcommittee. All of these proposals call for one type or an- 
other of Government action to deprive workers of freedom in choosing their own 
union for collective-bargaining purposes, to deprive workers of freedom of demo- 
cratic choice of their union officers, and to provide legal or economic sanctions 
directed at workers because of their political views and activity. 

The issue before this subcommittee is whether these Government limitations 
on free choice and action by workers and freedom of political views and activities 
by workers shall be supported. 

The issue before the subcommittee is not a technical one nor a question of 
form as to whether existing legislation or new legislation is required to take 
eertain action. The fundamental question before this committee is whether 
limitations on free choice in the labor movement should be imposed in any form. 
The proposals pending before this committee may be summarized as follows: 


A. Proposals to deprive workers of freedom to choose their own union for 
purposes of collective bargaining 


The proposals under this heading would have the Government set up lists of 
approved unions and lists of disapproved unions. The sanctions directed at the 
disapproved unions would be such that in effect workers are told “You cannot 
vote to select as your bargaining agent these disapproved unions.” 

1. Remove employer's obligation to bargain with disapproved unions.—S. 1975, 
introduced by Senator McCarran, section 2, provides that any union having as 
an officer or representative one who the Internal Security Review Board finds 
“is a member of a Communist organization, including any Communist-front 
organization or Communist-action organization,” shall lose its NLRB certification 
as bargaining agent. Senator Humphrey, in his interview before the U. S. News, 
outlined this “possibility” when he said: 

“Now, these precedents lead to one possibility: that it could be a matter of 
public policy and could be a matter of public law that a union which, for all 
practical purposes, is a political organization controlled by and under the leader- 
ship of proven and known members of the Communist Party, and following a line 
which one is able to identify as the Communist line, that even if that union gets 
a majority, it shall not be given bargaining status in terms of a collective- 
bargaining contract. 

“Question. You’re suggesting depriving them [Communist-controlled or Com- 
munist-inspired unions] of bargaining rights. That would be about as effective 
in wrecking them; wouldn’t it? 

“Answer. Correct. That is one of the possibilities.” 

2. Prohibit employers from bargaining with the disapproved unions.—This 
is the procedure followed by the Atomic Energy Commission, and its general 
application by the administrative agencies of the Government is proposed by 
the International Union of Eiectrical, Radio and Machine Workers (CIO). The 
General Electric Co., in its response to the subcommittee’s questionnaire, lists 
as among the “disabilities and penalties resulting from determination by the 
Commission that an organization is Communist-dominated” the “prohibiting 
employers from continuing to recognize and bargain with either the organization 
or the designated individuals as collective-bargaining representatives of em- 
ployees.” Secretary of Labor Tobin proposed that this subcommittee consider 
“amending the National Labor Relations Act so as to treat Communist-dominated 
unions the same as employer-dominated unions. In this way, bargaining with 
these unions would become an unfair labor practice.” 

The proposals in this section contrast with the first group of proposals which 
would make it not an unfair labor practice for an employer to refuse to bargain 
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with the disapproved union, and would rather positively make it an unfair labor 
practice for a company to bargain with a disapproved union, 

3. Prohibit Government contracts to employers bargaining with a disapproved 
union.—Senator Humphrey, in his U. S. News interview, responded to the ques- 
tion on this type of proposal as follows: 

“Question. Wouldn’t you say, then, as a matter of public policy, it would be 
proper for the Government to withhold contracts from any companies that do 
business with a union, whether it has the majority or not, if it is Communist- 
controlled ? 

“Answer. Are you asking my personal opinion? 

“Question. Yes. 

“Answer. I don’t think the Government ought to pay a premium to Commu- 
nist-dominated unions.” 

Similarly, the proposals of the IUE-CIO call for prohibition of Government 
contracts to any employer engaged in collective bargaining with a disapproved 
union. 

4. Direct outlawing of proscribed unions.—Direct Government action, backed 
by criminal and civil penalties, completely to outlaw disapproved unions, is pro- 
posed by the General Electric Co. and the Westinghouse Electric Corp. In its 
statement responding to the subcommittee’s questionnaire, General Electric Vice 
President Boulware proposed that— 

* * * a cease-and-desist order prohibit(ed) the designated individuals 
and the organization from soliciting or reviewing union dues, encouraging 
or supperting strikes or other interferences with production, and from any 
attempt to compel employers to recognize or continue to recognize the or- 
ganization or individual as a bargaining representative. Consideration 
should be given to providing criminal as well as civil penalties for violation 
of such a final order. * * *” (p. 11, pt. 1V, subcommittee report). 

The president of the Westinghouse Electric Corp., Mr. Gwilym A. Price, pro- 
poses to this subcommittee that— 

“A union found to be Communist-dominated should be an outlaw—not merely 
a second-class citizen of the industrial community. * * * Communist- 
dominated unions should be effectively prohibited from engaging in any form 
of union activity. * * *” (p. 16, pt. IV, subcommittee report). 

Exch of these proposals, regardless of the variations in detail and method, 
would have the ultimate effect of outlawing union disapproved by some Govern- 
ment agency and would deprive workers of their freedom to choose their pre- 
ferred collective-bargaining agent and officers among rival unions and candidates. 


B. Governmental action to deprive workers of their right to free choice of union 
officers 

Secretary of Labor Tobin, before this subcommittee, suggested the “enact- 
ment of legislation which would make it illegal for any person who, since January 
1, 1949, has been a member of the Communist Party, or has taught or advocated 
the overthrow of the Government by force and violence, to become or remain an 
officer or an employee of a labor organization. I think it is necessary to remove 
Communists not only from the position of officers but from all administrative or 
policy-making appointive or elective posts and positions. They should be barred 
from union employment in any capacity, down to the lowest position.” Senator 
McCarran’s bills S. 1975 and S. 2548 in effect similarly limit workers’ choice of 
their union officers to those candidates approved by a Government agency. 

The suggestion to this subcommittee by the vice president and general attorney 
of the Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co., H. W. Story, calls for extension of 
Taft-Hartley non-Communist affidavits as follows: 

“It might be possible to add to the present anti-Communist [sic] affidavit 
a Similar disqualifying provision that would be based on proof that a union 
leader was following the Communist Party line. In other words, in addi- 
tion to the requirement of an affidavit swearing that the affiant disavows the 
basic principles of communism and does not support the Communist Party 
line” (p. 19, pt. IV, subcommittee report). 

Mr. Story further suggests that Mr. Louis Budenz be asked “to put into words 
a description of the current Communist Party line” as a basis for the proposed 
Government action. 

These proposals in general are an extension of section 9H of the Taft-Hartley 
Act aimed at establishing lists of approved and disapproved candidates for union 
office and in effect prescribing the disapproval list. 
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C. Elimination of workers’ rights to freedom of political views and activity 


The third set of proposals would extend sanctions directed at workers for their 
political views and political activity. These proposals would extend the existing 
screening practices which are based on the political views and activities of 
workers now in effect with regard to classified Government production. They 
would impose generally rigorous Government-employer censorship of the political 
views and actions of working people. 

In the McCarran bills S. 1975 and S. 2548, section 3 provides specific authoriza- 
tion for a combined Government-employer blacklist in the following words: 

“Sec, 3. (d) Nothing in this Act or any other statute of the United States 
shall preclude an employer from discharging without liability an employee 
who appears on the records, in the possession of the Federal Government or 
a State government, as a member of an organization designated by the 
Attorney General of the United States as subversive, or who has concealed 
his membership in such an organization, or who has refused to state to a duly 
constituted legislative committee whether or not he is or has knowledge or 
willingly been a member of such an organization.” 

With regard to this question the chairman of the subcommittee, Senator 
Humphrey, indicated the interest of the committee in the extension of the present 
screening process and discussed this question in his interview with the U, S. News 
in the following terms: 

“Question. * * * Would you not, as a corollary, be able to say that 
it wouldn’t constitute an unfair labor practice to discharge members of such 
a union? 

“Answer. I wouldn't want to‘commit the future activities of the committee. 
But that’s something that we are going to look into. But you have to dis- 
tinguish between the Communist leader and the members. I don’t think that 
anybody seriously holds that the majority of the members of UE, let’s say, 
are Communists. It’s not an unfair labor practice now for an employer to 
discharge a worker because he is a Communist.” 


D. “Political strike” allegation to limit worker's right to strike 


The way has been pointed in statements to this subcommittee to extend limita- 
tions on the right to strike on the basis of certain strikes being allegedly 
“political” and “subversive.” This approach coincides with the general attack 
being made on labor’s “right to strike” at this time. 

The Chairman of the Munitions Board, John D. Small, a former vice president 
of the Emerson Radio & Television Co., testified : 

“* * * there is not the least bit of doubt that, if the poliey of the 
Soviet Union called for strikes in various industries in the United States, 
then the leadership of those unions (UB, American Communications Asso 
ciation, and the Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers Union etc.) would sub 
jugate the membership to a strike. And in today’s present industrial eco- 
nomic society it is very easy for the leadership to furnish ostensible griev 
ances as a facade behind which to hide their true objectives without the 
membership becoming aware that the strike was, in effect, an act of sabotage 
carried out as an incident to the foreign policy schemes of an enemy of 
their country” (p. 2 of Chairman Small’s statement to the subcommittee). 

Similarly, Labor Secretary Tobin spoke of the danger that— 

“Communist leaders will use the legitimate grievances and aspirations of 
their members to lead them into strikes which, while ostensibly for good 
trade-union objectives, are designed to disrupt the defense program and, 
thereby, to advance the foreign policy of Soviet Russia. * * * There 
were a number of such Communist-inspired strikes in the period from 1939 
to June of 1941. We should not wait for the pattern to be repeated. We 
should take whatever action is necessary to prevent that possibility.” 

The President of the Westinghouse Electric Corp. indicated the development 
of this same approach when he wrote this subcommittee that 

“Communists and Communist supporters * * * in some cases * * * 
are in a much better position to achieve their ends by remaining under cover 
where they can stir up unwarranted grievances, filibuster, and pack union 
meetings, engage in provocation and unlawful picketing and the like with- 
out officially involving the union. * * * 

“* * * it must also be remembered that the activities of such indi 
viduals are not necessarily confined to defense industry, but may be equally 
advantageous to the Communist cause when they have the effect of hinder- 
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ing the production of goods and services which are essential to the proper 
functioning and balance of our free-enterprise system” (p. 17, part IV, sub- 
committee report). 

It will be noted that no specific legislative or administrative proposals regard- 
ing alleged “political strikes” are set forth, but the implications of action against 
strikes on such a basis are clear. 

It is to be noted that these areas of proposed action are directed at the rights 
of individual workers in four different ways: restricting the worker's free choice 
of his union, restricting the worker’s free choice of his union officers, limiting 
the worker’s right to strike, and restricting the worker's freedom of political 
action and thinking. Application of these restrictions would end, for the first 
time in our history, the existence of a free and independent democratic trade- 
union movement, 

How are these far-reaching and unprecedented proposals to be evaluated? 


ll. THE PROPOSALS BEFORE THE HUMPHREY SUBCOMMITTEE ARE DIRECTED AGAINST 
ALL UNIONS 


There can be no realistic or meaningful evaluation of the proposals before 
this subcommittee except in the context of the present reactionary offensive of 
big business against labor and the people. The fact that there is such an offen- 
sive and that it has made appalling gains since the end of World War II does 
not require elaboration here. The offensive against labor is not limited to 
attacks on progressive, rank-and-file-controlled unions, but encompasses all, 
even the most conservative. 

The chairman of this subcommittee has gone out of his way to express his 
approval of the leadership of the CIO union of textile workers, yet the Textile 
Workers Union is forced to fight for its life to prevent the employers from 
tearing it to pieces. Within the past few weeks the American Woolens Corp. 
has forced on the textile workers a contract which the company boasts will be 
worth 30 cents an hour per employee to the corporation. 

The present all-out warfare of the steel industry against the United Steel- 
workers of the CIO is symptomatic of the general reactionary offensive against 
unions. Virtually the entire steel industry has united in a most determined 
and dangerous effort to destroy the steelworkers’ organization, or to render it 
powerless to protect and advance their conditions. 

To ask the question “How will the proposals before this subcommittee help 
labor to defeat the offensive of reaction?” is to answer it. 

To advance proposals for outlawing unions, for outlawing the right to strike, 
for depriving individual workers of the right to organize and operate their own 
unions in the period of the wage freeze, of the Taft-Hartley Act, of the Smith 
Thought-Control Act, of rising prices, superprofits and a falling standard of 
living, is to play directly into the hands of reaction. A serious evaluation of 
the proposals before this subcommittee must take into account the growing 
ascendency of McCarthyism in Congress, the witch hunts, purges, and black 
lists in Government and industry, and the flood of reactionary measures now 
up for consideration in Congress, such as the McCarran bill and the Smith bill 
for Government seizure and destruction of unions. 

Judged in the light of the conditions now actually facing labor and the people, 
the proposals before this subcommittee appear clearly for what they are—a 
continuation and extension of the reactionary antilabor drive carried on in the 
past by the professional strikebreaking agencies, by the sordid House Committee 
on Un-American Activities, the Kersten committee, the Hartley committee, and 
every other reactionary grouping using a pretended hunt for subversion as a 
mask for their attack upon labor. 

It is a commentary upon the proposals being considered here that only in 
a period of a furious reactionary offensive could such proposals as these be 
seriously con@dered by a committee of Congress, much less have the slightest 
possibility of enactment into law. 

There are some who may not wish to accept the characterization of these 
proposals as the direct descendants of the reactionary offensive of industry 
against unions and of the sordid smear campaigns of the Dieses, the Woods, the 
Rankins, the Smiths, the Bilbos, the McCarrans, and the McCarthys of Congress. 
Yet, is it not clear that it was the activities of these and other haters of labor 
that prepared the way for the Taft-Harley Act, the Smith bill, the McCarran 
bili, and the proposals under consideration here to outlaw unions, outlaw strikes, 
and regiment unions under Goverment control? 
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The chairman of this subcommittee, in an interview published in the magazine 
U. S. News & World Report, expressed the viewpoint that not all unions but 
only some should be outlawed, and singled out this union, the UE, as a union 
that should be banned by some form of governmental action. It will be found 
that the principal support for the proposition that any union should be outlawed 
will come from those who wish to outlaw them all. Support for the proposition 
that the UE should be banned will come readily from the employers of the 
electrical industry, as we have already seen. It will come as well from the 
employers of the steel industry and of the textile industry and of all other 
industries, who have no interest in the proposal to get rid of the UE except that 
it would enable them to get rid of the unions in steel and textile and the other 
industries of the country. 


Ill, AGAINST PROPOSALS TO DEPRIVE WORKERS OF THE RIGHT TO CHOOSE THEIR OWN 
UNION FOR PURPOSES OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 


“It is the will of the Fuehrer that outside of the German Labor Front no other 
organization (whether of workers or of employers) is to exist * * *.” (State- 
ment issued by Dr. Robert Ley, Director of the German Labor Front, June 24, 
1933. Cited in Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, vol. III, p. 384.) 

It is the position of this union, and of the great majority of the American labor 
movement, that no one but the working people of America has any right or 
qualification to determine for the workers of our country what unions they shall 
have, what demands they shall make, what settlements they shall accept or what 
policies they shall pursue in the interests of their membership. 

We hold that the right of working people to assemble in unions of their own 
choosing is a fundamental democratic right, inherent in the Constitution of the 
United States, and that the workers achievement of this right has been a con- 
tribution to the best and truest democratic traditions of our country. 

Workers join unions to protect and improve the conditions under which they 
shall labor, the pay they shall receive, and the living standards and welfare of 
themselves and their families. As they are the majority of the people of the 
United States, the success of workers in achieving these ends contribute most 
profoundly to the welfare of the country as a whole. 

In the long run, under a free-labor movement, working people choose the union 
that shall represent them as collective-bargaining agency on the basis of the 
union’s history, record, policies, and program. If during the course of time the 
workers come to the decision that the union available to them cannot or will 
not advance their interests, they will form another one. If the choice of two or 
more unions is presented to the workers in a given industry or plant, the choice 
will be governed by the workers’ decision as to which union will best serve their 
needs and aspirations. 

Who is better qualified than the people themselves to make such a decision, 
or who has the right to make it for them? 

Yet it is proposed that the Government of the United States, either by law or 
by administrative action, should deprive working people of the right to choose 
their own unions and should outlaw unions which do not enjoy the approval 
of whatever authorities may at any given moment be in power. 

The only insurance that unions will serve the interests of their membership 
lies in the absolute right of workers to organize, join, operate, and control unions 
of their own choosing. To the degree that that right is taken away, the unions 
are diverted from serving the interests of the membership to the interests of 
whatever authority is placed over them. 

If the right of workers to choose their own unions on the basis of program is 
destroyed, and the right of an outside agency to outlaw unions on the basis of 
their program is established, the decision as to which unions shall be approved 
and which outlawed, will, in the last analysis, inevitably be made by the 
employers. 

It is argued in extenuation of the proposals to establish political control over 
the labor movement that it is not intended to outlaw many, but only a few unions. 

Once it is established that the Government can set up categories of outlawed 
unions and officially approved unions, any union desiring to maintain its status 
on the approved list must conform in policy and program to the rules that 
politicans and employers establish. 

The fact that these proposals are at the moment ostensibly directed against 
the progressive and democratic unions—the ones at the moment under the heaviest 
red-baiting attack—does not reduce the danger of the proposals to all labor. 
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To whatever degree any union attempts to serve the interests of its member- 
ship, it too will be red-baited, and it too outlawed in its turn. 

The chairman of this subcommitee, Senator Humphrey, has himself pointed 
out that no unions are immune from attack as subversive. 

He said, in U. S. News and World Report: 

“Let me give you an example: the, Textile Workers Union of the CIO. If 
any union in the country is clearly most anti-Communist and non-Communist, 
this is it. Yet I, as chairman of the subcommittee, have held hearings where 
I heard employer representatives branding the Textile Workers Union as a 
Communist union because of the union’s attempt to do some organizing,” 

Certainly the present experiences of the Textile Workers Union with the em- 
ployers of the textile industry prove that no union, no matter how subservient 
to the interests of the employers it may be, or how obligingly it joins them in 
red-baiting the rest of the labor movement, is insured thereby of safety from 
employer attack. 

The present universal attack of employer interests against the attempt of the 
steelworkers to catch up in wage increases and overtime, holiday, and other 
conditions to what the workers of other industries had previously won is another 
case in point. For merely attempting to catch up, the United Steelworkers have 
been characterized as subversive in a national advertisement appearing over 
the name of the McGraw Hill Corp. Another such advertisement, sponsored by 
the Committee for Constitutional Government, declares Philip Murray, William 
Green, “and other such piously anti-Communist union leaders are actually playing 
es * Beasts gone +S US 

The conservative CIO Rubber Workers were recently attacked by the Akron 
Beacon Journal in the following terms: 

“Actually, a union doesn’t need to be Communist-dominated or be led by 
Communists to constitute a potential danger to industrial security.” 

There cannot be the slightest doubt that the proposals to set up political control 
over unions constitutes a threat to every union in America. The demand that 
workers be deprived of the right to choose their own unions is a continuation 
of industry’s never-ending attack upon the right of working people to organize 
and control their own unions for the purpose of bettering their wages and 
conditions. 


IV. AGAINST PROPOSALS DEPRIVING WORKERS OF THE RIGHT TO CHOOSE THE 
LEADERSHIP OF THEIR OWN UNIONS 


“All positions on factory and employee counselors’ councils in Germany must 
be filled by National Socialists. There must no longer be any factory in which 
Marxists or ‘Christians’ hold the leading positions, Orders should therefore be 
given immediately that Communist and Catholic factory or employee councils 
who are still holding office should be dismissed.” (Statement by Muchow, 
director of the Office of Organization of the German Labor Front. Cited in 
Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, vol. IV, p. 1058.) 

It is the position of this union, the UE, that no association of freemen can 
rightfully deny to any member of the group equal rights and privileges with every 
other member. 

This is the position taken by the Declaration of Independence of the United 
States. It is the principle governing membership in the UE. 

We take this position because to deprive any member of equal rights and 
privileges of membership leads inevitably to the curtailment of the rights of 
all. We insist upon the full and equal right of every member to run for any 
office or to be chosen for any task within our union because that is the only 
possible method of insuring to our membership as a whole the unqualified right 
to choose its own leadership, determine its own policy, and run its own affairs. 

To the extent that the members of a union are deprived of the right to choose 
their own leaders, their power to determine the program and policies of their 
union is diminished. 

We repeat: The only insurance that a union will serve the interests of its 
membership lies in the absolute right of the membership to control its own 
union—to.elect its own leadership, vote on its demands and its settlements and 
determine its own policies and program. To the extent that this right is taken 
away the union is diverted from serving the interests of the membership to the 
interests of whatever authority is placed over the membership. 

Secretary of Labor Tobin, presumably expressing the labor policy of the 
administration, has proposed that the Government should curtail the authority 
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of the members to choose their own 
the members’ right to control their 
should be curtailed. 


If the members are not to run the union, who is? As with the proposal to 
deprive workers of the right to choose their own unions, the proposal to curtail 
the right of workers to run their own unions leads inevitably in the direction of 
control on behalf of the employers, 

It is most significant in this connection that the 
people of control over their unions and substitute 
ernment is aimed Specifically and precisely 
ship exercises the greatest degree of 


leadership. In so doing he proposes that 
own unions and determine its program 
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“The taking over of the independent trade-unions must proceed 
fashion that the workers and employees will not be g 
action is against them. but on the contrary, an action against a superannuated 
system which is not directed in conformity with the interests of the German 
nation.” (Cireular letter No. 6/33 issued by Dr. Robert Ley, director of the 
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in such a 
iven the feeling that this 


Under pretense of concern over subversion and 
United States is today pressing with renewed vigo 
working people of the right to strike. This right, an essential if collective bar- 
gaining is to be more than a hollow mockery, was seriously limited and cur- 
tailed by the Taft-Hartley Act. Under proposals advanced before this commit- 
tee the road is opened to its complete destruction. 

Actually, no legitimate question of the security of the United States is involved. 
There are a multitude of laws covering acts against the security of the United 
States. Indeed, in the naine of “security,” repressive legislation has been 
enacted to deprive the people of the United States of their traditional demo- 
cratic freedom of political belief and expression. 

There is nothing in the record of the American labor movement which could 
even remotely justify any honest belief that any union in the country is dan- 
gerous to the security of America. The pretended fear of sabotage is absurd. 
There has not been and there is not now any evidence of sabotage in the country, 
as J. Edgar Hoover himself has informed the Congress of the United States, 

To industry, it is the right of labor to fight in its Own protection and for the 
advancement of its interests that constitutes subversion, This has been the 
historical position of industry, and it is most clearly spelled out today. 

The United States Chamber of Commerce in a recent national report declared 
that the greatest threat to “free enterprise” comes from “ostensibly non-Com- 
munist individuals and organizations.” 

“We can expect continuous sabotage in the guise of economic issues,” the 
United States Chamber of Commerce declared in its Report on Communism : 

“Many workers are restive under wage stabilization and similar control 
measures. It would not be too difficult for Communist 
voke crippling strikes, without the slightest hint of their 
objectives,” 

Two spokesmen for the administration, John D. 
Munitions Board, ex-vice president of the Emerson R; 
of Labor Maurice Tobin have advocated the labor 
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to lead them into strikes which, while ostensibly for good trade-union objec- 
tives, are designed to disrupt the defense program and thereby to advance 
the foreign policy of Soviet Russia.” 

This adoption by the administration of the labor policy of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce—this proposed suppression of the right to strike by the 
device of pinning a label of “political strike” upon strikes conducted for “good 
trade-union objectives’—is more repressive, more antilabor, more antidemocratic 
than the Taft-Hartley Act itself. 

As with the proposals discussed earlier in this statement its effect is to deprive 
working people of the power to better their lives and the conditions under which 
they work. Its effect is to destroy collective bargaining by giving all power to 
the employers and depriving workers of their only power. 

As the previously discussed proposals are directed to depriving workers of 
the power to organize and run their own unions and determine the policies that 
meet their own needs, this proposal to outlaw strikes as political is directed 
toward depriving working people of the power to put into effect any policies 
they may adopt. 

As in the case of the other proposals, this one is directed toward further 

ggrandizing the already excessive wealth and power of the corporations and 
toward the suppression and impoverishment of the majority of the people of the 
United States. 


VI. AGAINST PROPOSALS TO DEPRIVE WORKERS OF THE RIGHT TO THEIR OWN POLITICAL 
VIEWS AND ACTIVITY 


“American business might be forced to turn to some form of disguised Fascistic 
dictatorship.” (H.W. Prentiss, ex-chairman executive committee, National Asso- 
ication of Manufacturers, former member Personnel Security Review Board, 
Atomic Energy Commission.) (New York Times, November 29, 1938.) 

Throughout the history of the American labor movement, employers have 
attacked organized labor, and in particular its leadership, as subversive, using 
whatever bugbear was current at the time—Anarchist, Socialist, Communist, and 
many others. Every effort of working people to organize or fight for the improve- 
ment of their conditions and welfare has been denounced as of foreign origin, 
treasonable, un-American, conspiratorial, and a menace to the safety and security 
of the United States. Doubtless there is not and never has been a bona fide labor 
organization that has not been so denounced. 

The history of labor in this country has established it as axiomatic that the 
intensity of this attack upon working people is directly proportional to their 
success in bettering their conditions. 

There is no exception to this rule. 

The purpose of these attacks has been to prevent or destroy organization of 
working people. The purpose has been to hold wages down or to cut them, to 
maintain speed-up or to increase it, to maintain or to reinforce the autocratic 
control of the employer over his employees—his power to force them to sweat for 
the employer's profit, or starve. The attacks upon the labor movement and its 
leadership at every level, from the shop steward to the national officer, have 
never been for the protection of America or the advancement of the welfare of 
the American people. Their motive has been the increasing of corporation profits 
at the expense of the American people. 

Historically, the main weapons of the employers against the efforts of working 
people to improve their conditions have been spies, firings, and blacklists. During 
the struggle of labor to win the right of collective bargaining, a struggle extend- 
ing over many generations, tens of thousands of leaders in the struggle have been 
fired and blacklisted by employers acting in concert. This most cruel and tyran- 
nical punishment, condemning both the workers and his family to privation and 
want for life, has unfortunately been a usual one in the history of American 
labor relations. Within the memory of many now working in the shops and 
factories of the Nation, literally thousands of workers and their families have 
suffered this punishment. 

The United States Chamber of Commerce proposes that this ancient evil tyranny 
of the employers should be reestablished under the sponsorship of the Govern- 
ment of the United States. 

In the report previously cited the chamber demands that Communists, “dupes 
of Communists” and “those who engage in pro-Communist activities” be barred 
from employment in “any plant large enough to have a labor union.” 
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Administration spokesman John D. Small, in the testimony previously cited, 
gave his endorsement to this proposal for the reestablishment of the employer 
blacklist in industry. 

Senator McCarran, of Nevada, author of the act under which concentration 
camps are being readied in the United States, has introduced a bill in the Senate, 
S. 1975, which provides: 

“(d) Nothing in this Act or any other statute of the United States shall 
preclude an employer from discharging without liability an employee who 
appears on the records, in the possession of the Federal Government or a 
State government, as a member of an organization designated by the Attorney 
General of the United States as subversive, or who has concealed his mem- 
bership in such an organization, or who has refused to state to a duly consti- 
tuted legislative committee whether or not he is or has knowingly or willingly 
been a member of such an organization.” 

A former chairman of just one such committee, the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, announced several years ago that the committee had com- 
piled a blacklist of 1 million names, and urged employers to use it as a blacklist. 

The proposals before this subcommittee would place in the hands of the 
employers the most direct and brutal instrument for decapitating unions, intimi- 
dating employees, and suppressing their attempts to protect or improve their 
conditions. 

It would place directly in the hands of the employer the fascistic power to 
deny to his employees the right to political or economic beliefs or opinions that 
run contrary to his own. As with the other proposals before this subcommittee, 
it would provide an instrument for the suppression of economic or political dis- 
sent among working people and by extension among all Americans. Its purpose 
is to deprive the people of the right to adopt and carry out their own programs 
in the people’s own interest. 

Joined with the other proposals before this subcommittee it marks out the road 
for the establishment of a labor front in America, and the establishment of the 
tascistic dictatorship sought by the most reactionary and brutal sections of 
American big business. 


VII. HOW THESE PROPOSALS AFFECT THE RIGHTS OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 


The attempt to set up a labor front in America, under pretext of fear of sub- 
version, is itself subversive of American democracy. It can only be motivated by 
fear and hatred of the people, and the desire to deprive them of the right to 
join hands in striving for the betterment of their lives. 

In fighting through their unions for the betterment of their lives the working 
people of America have necessarily been in the front rank of those fighting 
politically and economically to make our country a better place to live in. 

Industrialists are fond of bragging of the American standard of living. In so 
doing, they find it convenient to ignore the fact that the American standard of 
living has been achieved only by the most arduous, bitter, and protracted strug- 
gle of labor against the even more bitter opposition of industry. 

Such matters as free public education, social security, the S-hour day have 
been achieved in the past by labor over the opposition of the very forces that 
today are attempting to destroy the free labor movement by depriving working 
people of the right to choose their own unions. 

This attempt to force labor into conformity with the policies of Government 
and industry, by outlawing unions which dissent from those policies, threaten 
the living standards and democratic rights of. the whole people, not the mem- 
bers of organized labor alone. 

It is significant that the comparatively brief period of freedom enjoyed by 
the labor movement in America—the period from the passage of the Wagner 
Act in 1985 to the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act in 1947—was a period marked 
by advancement in the democratic rights of the people and of governmental 
concern for their economic welfare. 

The period since the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act has been marked by an 
increasing ascendency of the policies of big business in Government, until today 
that ascendency is virtually complete. Big business not only dictates every 
area of governmental policy, but has its direct representatives in Washington 
carrying out those policies. 

As a direct consequence, the postwar period has been marked by a constant 
encroachment upon the democratic rights of the people and a governmental 
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economic policy directed at impoverishing the people for the further enrichment 
of the corporations. 

Such a policy, of wage freeze, of soak-the-poor taxation, of inflationary prices, 
of suppression of civil rights and political liberties, of militarization, war 
profiteering, and war is arousing the opposition of the American people, because 
it is against their interest. 

Under the excuse of guarding against treason, industry is planning to use 
its power in Washington to outlaw opposition to its program of impoverishment 
and war—to crush dissent in America, to take away from the people the right 
to determine for themselves the issues of peace and war, of plenty or impoverish 
ment, of freedom or subservience to their rulers, It is that attempt that is 
treason, 

The subversion is not to be found in the labor movement, it is to be found 
among those who would set up a labor front in America, with outlawry of 
unions which dare question the twin dictates of industry and Government, and 
With complete and continuing subservience the price of existence for the 
remainder. 

Whether the attempt is made to achieve this by legislation or by adminis 
trative dictate, the effect is the same, the destruction of the free labor move 
ment in the United States. 

A successful attempt to enforce conformity to official governmental policy 
upon the labor movement can lead only to the enforcement of political conform 
ity upon all sections of the people—to the imposition of one-party government 
and the outlawry of all political dissent. 

Such a course would drive our country farther on the road to fascism and 
war. ‘Such a course is treason to the people of America. 


THe ATTACK ON UE Exposes THE ANTILABOR CHARACTER OF THE PROPOSALS FOR 
GOVERNMENT LIMITATIONS ON DEMOCRATIC RIGHTS OF WORKERS AND UNIONS 


The practical application, in the initial round, of these far-reaching proposals 
for Government limitations on the rights of workers can be specifically examined. 
This is possible because the first list of individual and union victims of these 
Government controls has already been drawn up. The control proposals of the 
General Electric and Westinghouse corporations, the IUE (CIO), IAM (AFL), 
the Chamber of Commerce, Senators McCarran and Humphrey would in their 
first practical application deprive workers of the right to choose the UE and 
several other unions as their union. These proposals moreover would say to 
workers in many unions that you cannot select as your union officers your present 
democratically elected leaders. 

Of these initial intended victims, in the eyes of this subcommittee, the UE 
is the most prominent and the most important. The chairman of this subcom- 
mittee in his United States News interview made 10 separate references to the 
UE or the electrical machine industry in which the UE operates. The proceedings 
and reports of this subcommittee have treated as beyond question that the first 
and foremost target of the Government control proposals would be the demo- 
cratic UE on the basis of a fake designation of UE as “Communist-dominated.” 
With these proposals the UE would be outlawed and its leadership banned from 
union activity. 

In a Way this clear indication of the first specific targets of these Govern 
ment controls clarifies their real intent. It is of general significance for the 
real meaning of these proposals to examine carefully the merits of what is in- 
volved in the proposition to destroy the UE and its leadership on the utterly false 
grounds that the “UE is Communist-dominated.” Such an examination will 
prove beyond the doubt of reasonable persons that the UE is a democratic 
rank-and-file labor organization, loyal to the best intrests and security of the 
American people and the Nation as well as to the welfare of its members, and 
that the UE is not dominated by any outside forces, political or otherwise. This 
demonstrable fact shows in specific terms that the proposals to end democratic 
union practices by Government limitations of workers’ rights is not actually 
aimed at the security of the country but rather behind a smoke screen of false 
patriotism seeks to destroy the effective uncorruptible democratic trade-unions. 

The 16-year recard of the UE and the facts of the organization and opera- 
tion of UE prove the slanderous character of the attacks made on the UF 
These attacks inspired by the powerful antilabor companies with which UE 
deals are simply the application to the trade-union movement of the Fascist-like 
tactics of McCarthyism. The fact that McCarthy, McCarran, Rankin, GE, and 
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Westinghouse are joined in these sordid tactics by some who call themselves 
liberals and labor leaders does not purify the practice. McCarthyism is just 
as vicious and reprehensible when practiced by self-styled liberals and labor 
officials against those whom they oppose and term “left” or “Communist,” as 
it is when practiced by McCarthy, Rankin, and McCarran against what they 
term “left” or “Communist.” 

The foundation of the proposal to destroy the UE and its leadership is the 
charge that the UE is Communist-dominated. The word “dominate” is defined 
by Webster as ‘“‘(1) to predominate over; rule (2) to have a commanding posi- 
tion or controlling power over; to be the ruling force.” The charge, then is that 
the UE is ruled by a small and secret clique of Communists. Obviously, this 
cannot be true if the facts show, as they do, that the UE is run by its member- 
ship alone. Fortunately this fact need not be left to assertion but has been 
irrefutably demonstrated. 

I. UE DEMOCRACY 


While the various proposals before this subcommittee to deny or limit the 
right of workers to choose and operate their own unions are directed funda- 
mentally against all labor, the immediate focus of the attack is unquestionably 
this union, the UE. The chairman of this subcommittee in his interview in 
United States News and World Report, and various administration spokesmen 
who have testified here have clearly revealed their concern over the fact that 
the UE, although subjected to the most virulent attack by industry, the adminis- 
tration and the press, maintains the support of its membership and continues 
to win collective-bargaining elections, 

The charge is made that the UE is under Communist domination, 

The obvious fact is that a union run by its membership cannot be dominated 
by any outside force whatsoever. 

The membership is the highest body of the UF. All actions of the union con- 
vention affecting the union constitution must be submitted to the membership 
of the local unions for ratification or rejection at special membership meetings 
called for the purpose, and no such actions can be put into effect until ratified by 
the membership. 

The highest policy-making body in the UE, under the UE Constitution, is the 
annual convention—not the officers of the union. Every local union, pro- or 
anti-administration, has equal right to elect and send delegates to the con- 
vention, with voting power proportional to the local’s membership. Every local 
has an equal right to submit resolutions to the convention, and through its 
delegates to take part in the debate on all questions and to vote on every issue 
There is no packing of UE conventions with machine-paid delegates, no strong: 
arming of opposition delegates, no cutting off of discussion by high-handed chair- 
men, as occurs so frequently and repeatedly in the conventions (when they 
have them) of some unions which the chairman of this subcommittee never finds 
it necessary to attack. 

Locals of the UE adopt their own constitutions and bylaws, the only restriction 
being that these shall not conflict with the constitution and bylaws of the inter- 
national union. The members of local unions elect their own officers, shop 
stewards and other local functionaries and conduct their own affairs. In the 
locals as in the international union, the membership is the highest body. 

Members or locals in opposition to the policies or leadership of the UE are 
protected in their right to be in opposition, however distasteful or injurious 
their policies, in marked contrast to the practice of certain “approved” unions 
whose top officials dictatorially remove the elected officials of opposition locals 
purely and simply for the purpose of wiping out opposition. 

The UF practice of democracy extends to every part of the work of the union. 
It is demonstrated again in the method by which our members determine the 
nature of their demands for negotiations, what settlements they shall reject or 
accept and whether or not to strike. 

UE demands are drawn up after full discussion of the issues by the member- 
ship. After demands have been drafted they must be ratified by the membership, 
after full discussion, before they are submitted to the company. When negotia- 
tions approach the point of settlement, the results of the negotiations must be 
reported to the membership and ratified before any agreement can be signed. 

If negotiations fall through and every possible avenue for peaceful settlement 
has been exhausted, the question of strike is in turn subject to full membership 
discussion and vote. It is worth noting that in 1946, when the major corporations 
forced millions of American workers on strike (in what is now easily recognized 
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as the opening of industry’s campaign to destroy free American trade-unionism) , 
the membership of UE in the General Electric and Westinghouse companies took 
three separate strike votes in the 6-month period before the strike took place. 

Since its foundation in 1936, the UE has guarded the principles of rank-and 
file control and internal democracy upon which the union was built, as expressed 
in the preamble to the UE constitution: 

“We * * * form an organization which unites all workers in our 
industry on an industrial basis, and rank-and-file control, regardless of craft, 
age, sex, nationality, race, creed, or political beliefs, and pursue at all times 
a policy of aggressive struggle to improve our conditions.” 

The inner democracy of the UE is our membership’s insurance that the organi 
zation that they have built cannot be turned away from serving their interests, 
for theirs is the ultimate control. 

Testifying on this point before the Senate Committee on Education and Labor 
in 1947, the officers of the UF declared: 

“The very principles that have been most effective in improving the condi 
tions of the workers of the industry, and in insuring the control of this 
union by the rank and file, are naturally the principles which come under 
heaviest attack * * * 

“Year after year Within the UE attempts have been made, in various 
forms, to persuade the membership to weaken the basic UE principle that 
every member of this union has equal and unalienable rights and privileges 
of membership, regardless of skill, age, sex, nationality, color, religious, or 
political belief or affiliation. 

“Year after year, in convention after convention, the representatives of 
the UE membership have overwhelmingly rejected every effort to abandon 
or weaken this principle. 

“The issue is always placed as an issue of communism, though that is 
to place it falsely. 

“The issue is the unity and democracy of UE and its continuation as an 
effective, fighting organization controlled by the membership. The main- 
tenance by our membership of the equal rights of every member, ‘regardless 
of craft, age, sex, nationality, race, creed or political beliefs,’ does not con- 
stitute adherence of the organization or of any individual member to any 
particular political philosophy, any more than it implies adherence to any 
particular creed, or membership in any race or sex. 

“Put it does most strongly affirm the right, not only of the individual 
member to hold any office or position in the union for which he may be chosen 
by his fellow members, but also the right of all members, collectively, to 
elect any member they may choose to any office or position in the UE. 

“That is the strongest possible insurance that the membership will con- 
tinue to control this union, and that no group, political, religious, fraternal, 
national or any other, will ever be able to dominate the union.” 

The incontrovertible fact of membership control of the demands, settlements, 
strikes and general program of the UE makes nonsense of the pretended fear that 
the officers of the UE may transform the union overnight into an instrument of 
subversion. Nothing in the record of the union or its leadership justifies such a 
fear. 

Further, under the democratic constitution and procedures of the UE, it is 
obvious that the leadership does not possess the “administrative, negotiating, and 
disciplinary authority” that has been cited by the Atomic Energy Commission 
and other witnesses before your committee as the basis for their pretended fears 
of subversion. 

The attack upon the UE is being based very frankly upon the program and poli- 
cies of the UE. 

The program and policies of the UE are determined democratically by the 
membership, and in consequence reflect the needs, aspirations, and opinions of 
the membership. 

The attack, then, is on the needs of the membership, and upon their right to 
formulate their own policies and express their own opinions upon economic and 
political questions. 

Two administration witnesses before this committee, John D. Small, Chair 
man of the Munitions Board, and Secretary of Labor Maurice Tobin have indi- 
cated how far the administration hopes to go in suppressing labor's freedom of 
decision and action. 

Small testified : 
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“* * #* Jegislation is under study in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment which would permit under certain conditions a summary exclusion 
or removal from national defense facilities of individuals who may engage 
in espionage, sabotage or other willful activities intended to disrupt the 
national defense program.” 

The fact is that unions do not engage in espionage or sabotage, and there is 
no legitimate basis for any expectation that they will do so. Unions do, how- 
ever, engage in strikes and stoppages when necessary to do so to protect the 
conditions of their membership or to advance their legitimate interests. 

Whenever this happens, industry, press, and politicians about “sabotage,” and 
“willful disruption of the national defense program.” 

Secretary Tobin made this attack even clearer. 

“We are confronted with the danger,” he said, “that Communist leaders will 
use the legitimate grievances and aspirations of their members to lead them 
into strikes which, while ostensibly for good trade-union objectives, are designed 
to disrupt the defense program and thereby to advance the foreign policy of 
Soviet Russia.” 

By such reasoning, under the proposals advanced to this committee, every 
strike over legitimate grievances or to advance the legitimate aspirations of 
workers becomes a strike “to advance the foreign policy of Soviet Russia,” the 
leadership or union involved becomes “subversive,” the leadership is fired or 
jailed, and the union loses its bargaining rights. 

This has always been the position and the objective of industry. The hear- 
ings being conducted by this subcommittee of the United States Senate serve 
only to advance industry’s objective. 

It is these proposals to outlaw unions and ban strikes that are subversive, not 
the program and policies democratically arrived at by the membership of unions 
like the UE. We charge that it is the aim of these proceedings to deprive the 
membership of unions of the right to determine their own course and their 
own policies, and to impose upon them the policies and program of industry and 
the politicians, 

This can be demonstrated by looking at the kind of unionism approved by this 
subcommittee and its witnesses, as well as by examination of the kind of union- 
ism under attack. 

For example: 

James B. Carey, as an officer and member of the UE, attempted for years to 
deprive the membership of this union of the equal, democratic rights guaran- 
teed to them under the UE constitution, in order to bring the UE under the out- 
side domination of the Association of Catholic Trade Unionists. In these at- 
tempts he was aided and abetted by the House Committee on Un-American Ac 
tivities, the Kersten committee of the House Labor Committee, the United States 
Immigration Service, the national apparatus of the CIO, and others. 

Throughout this period Carey and the minority supporting him enjoyed 
without hindrance all the rights and privileges of UE membership and were 
accorded full freedom of the UE convention floor year after year. Finally 
despairing in the attempt to secure domination of the UE by his minority, 
Carey and his supporters were set up as a national union by the CIO. 

IUE-C1LO was established on the basis of complete subservience to adminis- 
tration policies. Already, in the brief period since its foundation, members of 
IUE-CIO have been deprived of the right to vote on contracts, settlements, 
and strikes, which are signed, settled, and called on and off at the whim of 
the union’s ruling clique. 

Notwithstanding this, members of the administration, as will be more fully 
developed later, have undertaken direct, partisan interference on behalf of 
IUE-CIO in Government-conducted collective-bargaining elections. 

The conclusion is inescapable that the administration is not seeking to protect 
union democracy, or to free unions from domination, but to destroy union 
democracy and impose subservience to administration policy upon them. 

Another example: 

The chairman of this subcommittee and a number of the witnesses before it 
have during the course of these hearings praised the action of President Walter 
Reuther of the UAW-CIO in arbitrarily and dictatorially seizing control of 
the property, funds, and newspaper of the largest local in his international union, 
deposing its elected officers and taking control of the union out of the hands 
of its membership. 

The dispute between Reuther and the members and leadership of the UAW- 
CIO local 600 centers around Ford workers’ opposition to the escalator clause. 
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the workers fight against speed-up, their fight against unemployment, their 
demand for a shorter workweek and their support for a policy of peace as 
opposed to Reuther’s support for the administration's policy of war. 

In order to strangle the fight of the Ford workers and their elected leader- 
ship and to silence their opposition to his policies, Reuther and the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities were described by the big business maga- 
zine Business Week as “working together on the UAW like a well-rehearsed 
vaudeville team.” 

Yet the chairman of this subcommittee, and the administration witnesses 
before it, have been fulsome in their praise of the collaboration of a labor 
leader with the most notoriously antilabor body in Congress for the purpose 
of thwarting the needs and silencing the opinions of 60,000 Ford workers. 

Again, it is impossible to escape the conclusion that what is being sought 
in these proceedings is not to free working people or unions from dictator- 
ship and domination, but to silence them and impose dictatorship and domination 
upon them. 

To these two examples of positive approval of the destruction of union mem- 
bers’ rights must be added a third example of approval by silence. 

While this subcommittee serves as a forum for attack upon democratic, 
rank-and-file unionism throughout the United States, no whisper or breath 
of criticism has been directed at the corrupt and oppressive dictatorship im 
posed upon the longshore workers of the east Coast by the International Long- 
shoremen’s Association of the AFL. 

The contrast with the persistent governmental harassment of the democratic, 
rank-and-file union of longshoremen on the west coast sharpens the implication 
of administration approval for the sort of unionism represented by “King Joe” 
Ryan, ally of gangsters and the corrupt Democratic political machine of New 
York City. 

It is a matter of public notoriety that the longshoremen of the east coast 
have nothing to say as to their contracts, wages, terms, or conditions of 
work: that they are without rights in their unions or on the job, that seniority 
is nonexistent and that their contracts are privately arranged between the 
shipping interests and the lifetime president of the union to the great profit 
and satisfaction of the shipowners. 

It is publicly notorious that these workers are oppressed, exploited, arbi- 
trarily deprived of work, robbed, and held in subjection under actual fear of 
their lives by the alliance of gangsters, politicians, union dictators, and shipping 
interests that control the water front. 

No one attacks the opinions or policies of the workers of the ILA, or even 
knows what they may be, for the workers are deprived of any means of 
expressing them. 

This sort of unionism, the American model for a labor front, is what the 
proposals before this subcommittee would ultimately impose upon all American 
labor, and the course of these hearings to date have served no other end. 


II. UE POLITICAL INDEPENDENCE 


The point has been made that because UE is a democratic, rank-and-file union 
run by its membership, it cannot be dominated by any outside force, political, 
religious, fraternal, or any other. 

Consistently with this principle, the membership of UE has insisted upon the 
union’s maintaining an independent political position both with respect to 
legislation and to elections. That is not to say that the UE refuses to take a 
position on such matters; it means that the UE takes the position that corre- 
sponds to the interests of the membership, without regard for partisan political 
considerations, 

That was formerly the position of the entire CIO. 

It was the abandonment of political independence by the leadership of CIO 
in early 1948 that created the first open disagreement of UE with the CIO and 
that led ultimately to the withdrawal of UE from CIO. 

The fact of UE withdrawal is almost invariably, and deliberately, misstated 
in the press and at hearings before congressional committees. It is always 
referred to as the “expulsion of the UE for Communist domination.” 

The actual issue, however, was that the UE refused to accept the political 
domination of the CIO top leadership on behalf of Democratie Party machine 
polities. The accusation that the UE is politically dominated is a flat and delib 
erate lie. The fact is that the UE broke with the CIO officialdom because UE 
refused to accept political domination. 
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“Some labor officials have subordinated the interests of the membership 
of their unions to the dictates of the administration on domestic and foreign 
policy. This perverts the purpose for which unions were organized. We 
have many times declared that the first function of a union is to serve the 
economic interests of its members. When these interests are placed first, 
the legislative and political programs which come from the union strengthen 
the national economy and promote democracy. When the policies of the 
unions are subordinated to the desires of American big business to run the 
world, the interests of the membership suffer.” 

Again on June 29, 1949, the UE general executive board condemned and re- 
jected the CIO’s attempt to impose a political dictatorship over its member 
unions. The GEB said, in part: 

“The UE does not agree to nor will it support the CIO leadership's policy 
of knuckling under to the Democratic Party machine, and covering up for 
its failures to deliver on its campaign promises, instead of fighting aggres- 
sively for the legislative interests of the CIO membership.” 

Finally, on September 21, 1949, after the union had endured 2 years of raiding 
and disruption, the fourteenth convention of UE authorized its general executive 
board to withhold per capita from CIO unless these activities were terminated 

Subsequently CIO went through the form of “expelling” UE by convention 
resolution and issued a charter to a secessionist group from UE which specifically 
expressed its subordination to the political policies of the Truman adminis 
tration. 

The political subjection of the IUE-CIO was demonstrated at its first conven 
tion by the appearance of three high officials of the Truman administration, the 
then Secretary of Air, Stuart Symington, Secretary of the Navy, Francis Mat 
thews, Secretary of Labor, Maurice J. Tobin, and the Democratic majority whi 
of the Senate, Senator Francis J. Myers, of Pennsylvania. 

While the delegates to the convention complained that they were allowed no 
opportunity to discuss their problems as a union, day after day the spokesme 
for the administration laid down the line for the new organization. 

Since that time the administration has continued to make clear the politica! 
sponsorship of ITUE-CIO. The Secretary of Labor played the role of an 0: 
vanizer for the IUB during the course of an election conducted by a Government 
agency, the NLRB, at the Lynn, Mass., plant of the General Electric Co. He has 
given other evidence of partisan unfitness to give advice in matters concerning 
the labor movement. Just after the second defeat of the IUE-CIO by the UE 
at the GE plant in Schenectady, N. Y., in September 1951, the Secretary of Labor 
expressed unbridled chagrin and rage before the third IUE-CIO convention in 
Buffalo. 

He departed from the prepared text of his speech to declare, “I say to you, 
Jimmy Carey (president of IUE-CIO), if a year from now you want me to go 
into Schenectady and campaign for your union, I will go. * * *” 

The few examples cited above have been characteristic of connivance between 
administration and CIO forces to injure the UE. 

The National Labor Relations Board has set up, suddenly and arbitrarily, 
special rules to the disadvantage of UE. It has knowingly entertained fraudu- 
lent election petitions against UE and has systematically exercised every admin- 
istrative discretion in its power to the disadvantage of this union. 

Further, CIO and employer interests have been readily procuring the services 
of committees of the Congress to meddle adversely against UE in internal elec- 
tions, NLRB elections, and strikes of our membership in defense of their wages 
and conditions. 

Both the House Committee on Un-American Activities and the Kersten su)- 
committee of the House Labor Committee have been so used. 

The present hearings being conducted by this subcommittee of the Senate 
Education and Labor Committee are a continuation of this same process. 

It is significant that the established pattern of hostile political interference 
against UE, on behalf of IUE-CIO and the employers, has been to assist the 
union that is politically dominated from outside against the union whose mem- 
bership insists upon political independence. 

The conclusion is inescapable that the purpose of past political persecutions 
of UE have been to impose political domination from the outside upon the mem- 
bership of this union, under the pretext of pretended concern over nonexistent 
“Communist domination.” 

What has been sought, and what is being sought in the various proposals 
for outlawing unions that this committee is considering, is the destruction of the 
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union membership’s right to make their own political decisions, and to force 
them into conformity with whatever may be the “official” policy of the moment. 

It might be argued that political subordination is a profitable role for labor— 
that it pays off in political “rewards” of value to the membership. 

The experience of UE in fighting for political independence controverts this 
view. Characteristically, the assistance granted by officials, or official bodies, 
to the politically dominated LUE-CIO has been of an antilabor nature and has 
injured IUE-CIO and UE membership alike. 

‘CIO. officials may have hoped for political favors when they subordinated 
themselves in 1948 to the Democratic Party machine politics. If so, the pay-off 
has been miserable indeed. A few petty jobs in Europe and Washington, and the 
services of the administration in smear campaigns against the UE. 

Taft-Hartley is still on the books. CIO members groan under soak-the-poor 
taxation. There is no FEPC either by law or administrative order. CIO mem- 
bers’ wages are frozen while profiteering soars unbridled. 

The political favors that have come from political subordination have come 
because they helped employers more than labor. 

The appearance of Secretary of Labor Tobin in Lynn as a political favor to 
IUE-CIO, by helping split GE employees, helped the company to impose the 
miserable wage settlements of the past 2 years. The promulgation of forgeries 
against UE, undertaken by the House Un-American Committee and the Kersten 
subcommittee of the House Labor Committee as a political favor to IUE, have 
not served to strengthen IUE-CIO, but have merged in the general attack upon 
all labor which is culminating in the proposals before this committee. 

It is characteristic of the fruits of political subordination that the great 
“friend” of IUE-CIO, Secretary of Labor Tobin, has come forward with prop- 
ositions for outlawing unions which even he admits must be injurious to the 
rights and liberties of the entire labor movement. 

The point has already been made elsewhere in this document, that the power 
to outlaw unions, today ostensibly directed against the most progressive and 
democratic unions, will be used in turn against all unions, down to the most 
reactionary, in days to come. 


III. UE’S COLLECTIVE BARGAINING RECORD 


‘The members run our union, and therefore our struggle for increased wages 
and improved working conditions arises out of the problems, needs, requirements, 
and aspirations of the workers in the industry. 

Our members determine contract demands, determine how vigorously the fight 
for these demands shall be pressed, and ratify contract settlements. In UE there 
cannot be top-level or secret deals with the companies behind the backs of the 
membership. UE does not sacrifice working conditions in exchange for check- 
off. There is consequently no occasion in UE for the membership to strike 
against the terms of an agreement reached by our union. 

Only a democratic organization with rank-and-file control could have organized 
tle electrical and machine industry which had beaten back all previous attempts 
at organization. It was only through such an organization that sweatshop con- 
ditions in the industry could be overcome. 

Before the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America became 
(he collective-bargaining agent for the majority of the industry, wages were at 
poverty levels. At the end of a decade of riches for the corporations in 1929, the 
average wage in the best paying plants of the electrical manufacturing industry 
was only $29 a week. Hundreds of thousands of the workers upon whom the 
industry depended received very much less than the average. Wages of $10 a 
week were not uncommon, even in the largest and wealthiest of electrical cor- 
porations. The harshest wage discrimination was practiced against women 
workers, of whom the electrical manufacturing industry had a large and grow- 
ing proportion. 

The companies’ policies were directed at keeping workers’ wages at poverty 
levels through wage policies which geared workers’ take-home pay to the cost 
of living, except during depressions when the companies tried to maintain their 
rates of profit by means of wage cuts, speed-up, and elimination of such paltry 
paternalistic benefits as they may have bestowed. 

UE found it necessary to fight for the elimination of cost-of-living methods of 
payment during the early days of its formation, as a necessary precondition to 
improving the standards of living of the membership. In 1939 UB introduced 
the following resolution on the cost of living and wages before the CIO conven- 
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tion, and this resolution was adopted unanimously by a militant CIO which was 
red-baited for its policies: 

“Resolved, That the CIO hereby condemns as pernicious and inadequate 
the principle that wage increases must be related to increases in the cost of 
living as simply a way to chain labor forever to its present inadequate share 
in the wealth of this country.” 

Today, the “respectable” CIO has accepted the cost-of-living escalator clause 
as part and parcel of its wage policy, first in the General Motors 1948 negotia 
tions, and later as the wage-freeze policy of the Wage Stabilization Board on 
which they sit. 

The attacks against UE have continued to mount as UB, carrying out its policy 
of fighting for the needs of the workers, opposed the Government’s adoption of 
the companies’ wage-freeze policy as part and parcel of its National Bconomi: 
Stabilization Board statement of December 17, 1950, signed by industry and CIO 
and AFL members of the Board, that the American people have too much money 
and credit to spend. UE stated that the wage-freeze program “both in its basic 
conception and its actual impact, will make the rich richer and the poor poorer.” 
UE exposed the Defense Production Act as meeting the demands of the corporate 
lobbies for a Government weapon against wage increases, and permitting con- 
tinued profiteering price increases. 

UE’s policy on the wage freeze has been borne out in every particular, as real 
wages have been frozen and prices and profits continued to mount. Hardly a 
trade-union in the country, including the CIO and the AFL, has failed to criti- 
cize the iniquitous Wage Freeze Board, but while UE has rejected an offer of 
participation on the Board, the CIO and AFL attempt to maintain respectability 
by membership in the wage-freeze apparatus. 

UE opposed speed-up and rate cutting 

If the companies hate UE because of our unswerving efforts to improve living 
standards in the industry through wage increases, their hatred is intensified a 
thousandfold by our uncompromising fight against speed-up and rate cutting 
Long before UE appeared on the scene, the electrical manufacturing industry 
had developed a system of speed-up masquerading under the name of “incentive” 
plans. 

UE applied itself to protecting workers’ earnings, jobs, and health by master- 
ing these incentive plans and developing guaranties which made incentives pay 
off to workers in some measure, instead of to the companies only. The contract 
provisions UF negotiated and the on-the-job protections UE developed were a 
model for unions throughout the country. 

The companies have carried on a continuous struggle to cut the heart out of 
the incentive protections in the contract and violate the contract in their day-to 
day operations. So important have the companies considered this question that 
CE could easily have reached wage settlements following World War II if we 
had made concessions to the companies on incentive guaranties which would 
have permitted them to take away through speed-up whatever wage gains were 
negotiated. 

The companies have not been able to reconcile Jhemselves to our unvielding 
position against speed-up, especially since other unions have been willing to 
compromise on this issue in exchange for companies’ support of check-off. The 
willingness of the IUE to meet the companies half way is key to understanding 
the companies’ support of the IUE. 

Our firm position in opposition to productivity improvement factors arises 
out of our experience with incentive plans. We know the possibilities of un 
limited speed-up which underlie any union pledge to cooperate with companies 
in improving efficiency. Despite our protections of workers, companies have 
been able to increase labor productivity many times over. We reject any attempt 
to eliminate free collective bargaining to gain for workers some of the benefits 
of increased productivity and substitute therefor a formula which limits the 
benefits of productivity to a small fraction of the actual increase. 

UE’s fight against exploitation of women 

Women in the electrical and machine industry have been a special source of 
extra profits for the companies. Since its inception, UE has fought to eliminate 
discrimination against women, and has made some gains in removing this 
discrimination as a source of superprofits for the companies. In 1945 UF’s 
fight got the support of an agency of the Government. The War Labor Board 
accused GE and Westinghouse of exploiting women workers. It said, ‘the 
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real question is not whether the company is paying the rate paid in the com- 
munity, but whether exploitation exists. If it does exist as we believe that it 
does from the evidence in this case, it should be ended.” The Board in the 
same case recommended that as a step toward eliminating discrimination, 4 
cents an hour adjustments be added to every job held by women, with some 
exceptions, and that an additional 2 cents an hour fund be set up for those jobs 
glaringly underpaid as compared to jobs held by men. With typical arrogance 
both companies ignored the Board’s recommendations. In the UE strike of 
1946 some progress was made. Westinghouse set up a 1-cent fund for inequities 
on jobs held by women. In GE as well, the differentials were narrowed in local 
negotiations. UE, however, has continued to press the companies in negotiations 
and publicly, to carry out completely the War Labor Board recommendations, 
and eliminate their highly profitable exploitation of women. 

UE record of wage gains 

And while the wages, conditions, and security of the workers in the great, rich, 
and powerful electrical and machine industry are still far from satisfactory, 
workers in our industry have through organization brought about better wages 
and conditions and achieved a degree of security in their jobs. 

The following paragraphs show how UE organization paid off for workers in 
the industry. Under UE, wages increased much more rapidly than the BLS 
Consumers’ Price Index. Up to 1948 UE played an important role in CIO in 
formulating over-all wage policy and its negotiations helped set the level of wage 
settlements. After 1948, general wage settlements in real cents per hour kept 
getting Smaller and smaller, but the existence of an independent UE fighting 
for the needs of its workers kept the floor of the settlements higher than they 
would otherwise have been. 

During the 12-year period 1923-35, before the organization of the UE, weekly 
wages in the best paying plants of the electrical manufacturing industry fell 
$2.76 or by 10.9 percent. During this 12-year period real weekly wages—what 
weekly wages could buy~—increased by 10.7 percent, and this increase in rea! 
wages was probably no more than a paper increase, reflecting the failure of the 
BLS to measure adequate living costs. In March 1935 the average yearly wage 
of the workers in the electrical industry fortunate enough to work 52 weeks was 
$1,238: for the average unskilled worker the yearly wage was $962. But accord- 
ng to the WPA, the average cost of a budget for a four-person family or a manual 
worker at a “maintenance” level was $1,261. 

In the 16 years following the organization of UE, weekly wages increased by 
22-7 percent: real wages by 69.6 percent. 

Before UE organization weekly wages decreased at the rate of 0.9 percent 
per year. 

After UE organization weekly wages increased at the rate of 7.7 pereent 
per year. 

It should be understood that this 227 percent increase in wages was not made 
up entirely of general cents-per-hour wage increases. In large part it was due to 
the union’s efforts toward the elimination of inequalities in rates of pay within 
a plant, to the union’s fight for equal pay for equal work, to the gradual elimina- 
tion of favoritism as the only standard for increases within rate ranges, to the 
payment of overtime premium and shift bonuses, and to union safeguards against 
piece price cutting, by which, for the first time in any significant degree the 
workers of our industry have received at least a part of the extra pay due their 
extra production. It must also be understood that the various inequalities here 
enumerated have by no means been eliminated. But organized together in the 
UE, the workers of the industry have made progress toward their correction. 


lirst failure to cut pay 

The depression of 1937-38 marks the first time that the rates of production 
workers in the General Electric Co. were not cut during a depression. Salaried 

orkers who were not organized, however, received wage cuts, 

Harvester workers received a 15 percent cut in 1932 and a 10 percent cut in 
1933. But as rumbling for organization grew there was a 5-cent-an-hour raise 
in 1986 and another 5 cents in 1987. 

Generally throughout industry the organized received no wage cuts. The 
unorganized were cut. 

Other wage facts are significant. Common labor at GE was paid 40 cents an 
hour before the UE was organized. The common labor rate now is generally 
$1.43. Before the ), women workers in GE were paid as low as 25 cents an 


UF 
hour. Now most GE plants have a minimum rate for women of $1.34. At 
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the Schenectady GE plant in 1937, the highest rate paid to tool makers was 
$1.08 an hour. .The present top rate for tool makers in the same plant is $2.2 
an hour. These instances from GE rates of pay are cited, not to draw special 
attention to GE, but as representative samples for the industry. GE rates are 
not chosen as the highest in the industry, for they are not. In fact, GE’s 
formal policy is to pay the average of wages prevailing in its various labor 
areas. 

Before organization Harvester in Chicago paid 36% cents an hour for newly 
hired men workers; 25 cents an hour for women. The minimum Harvester rate 
in 1952 is $1.51 an hour. 

In the radio industry, previously the most sweated section of the electrical 
manufacturing industry and one of the lowest paying of all mass-production 
industries, average hourly earnings in radio-set production in 1927 were 508 
cents. The average for women was 38.4 cents. At present the lowest rate in 
many UE radio shops is well above $1.25. In the New York radio industry 
the minimum is $1.33 an hour, and in Fort Wayne, Ind., it is $1.48. 

The United States Tariff Commission reports that average hourly earnings 
in that part of the electric-lamp industry which includes GE and its licensees, 
which is to say almost all the electric-lamp industry, the average wage in 1937 
was 62 cents an hour. Women’s earnings averaged 51 cents an hour. Today in 
the main lamp-manufacturing center of GE at Cleveland the lowest women’s 
rate is $1.37 and the lowest men’s rate is $1.515. In the Westinghouse lamp plant 
at Trenton, N. J., the lowest rate for women is $1.32 and the lowest men’s 
rate is $1.42. Average hourly earnings in both plants are considerably higher, 
of course. 

In 1937 in the electrical equipment industry the average hourly earnings 
were 71 cents and the women's average hourly earnings were 50.8 cents. By 
November 1951, average hourly earnings had increased to $1.74 an hour. During 
this period average weekly earnings in the electrical equipment industry increased 
from $28.78 for a 40.5-hour workweek to $73.78 for a 42.4-hour average workweek. 

In April 1940 average hourly earnings in the refrigerator industry were 78.2 
cents an hour for a 41.9-hour workweek and in November 1951 were $1.78 for a 
39.4-hour week. 

In 1939 average hourly earnings in tractors were 83.9 cents an hour for a 
38.3-hour week and in November 1951, $1.87 for a 40.8-hour week. 

In agricultural machinery, excluding tractors, 1939 average hourly earnings 
were 71.6 cents for a 37-hour week and in November 1951 $1.77 for a 39.3-hour 
week. 

Despite all the dire foreboding of corporate spokesmen in the past, the organized 
employees of the elctrical manufacturing industry achieved these improvements 
in their wages without destroying the industry's ability to operate at a profit, 
though the profits might have been greater had the workers been held down to 
the poverty of the past. 

Improved wage standards for men and women and protection against speed-up 
are far from being the only reforms the workers in our industry have achieved 
through organization. Another great reform achieved through organization has 
been the industry-wide establishment of effective plant-grievance procedure 
The workers of our industry know that before they organized their own union, 
the UE. real grievance machinery simply did not exist. The various forms of 
“works councils,” “employee representation” plans, and other forms of company 
tinionism were designed and established, not for the purpose of solving the many 
thousands of grievances that arise in every plant of any size, but to prevent the 
solution of grievances—to talk the workers out of them. 

An extremely important protection won through organization was the safe 
guarding of workers’ right to a job based on length of service. This principle 
of seniority, now established in all UE contracts, overcomes the discrimination 
and favoritism which were a widespread practice of companies in hiring and 
lay-offs. 

Before organization vacations were rare and would be taken away at the whim 
of employers. In 1932, for example, General Electric economized by taking 
away paid yacations. Now paid vacations are fixed in the industry with the 
standard vacation plan providing benefits of at least 1 week after 1 year's 
service, graduated up to 2 weeks’ vacation for 5 years’ service and 3 weeks’ 
vacation for 15 years’ service. UE set the pattern for 3 weeks’ vacations in 
mass-production industry in 1947 with its agreements in General Motors, Genera! 
Electric, and Westinghouse. 
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Before the organization of UE workers in the industry lost a day’s pay every 
time a plant was shut down for a holiday. In 1947, after a many-year struggle 
in which UE established the principle of paid holidays in many smaller com- 
panies, UE was able to break through and win six paid holidays from General 
Motors, General Electric, and Westinghouse, thereby establishing a pattern 
for all of mass-production industry. Now in the electrical and machine industry 
practically all workers enjoy six paid holidays, with a majority of workers in the 
industry receiving seven or more paid holidays. 

Other important conditions established by UE which other major unions still 
have not achieved are a 10 percent night shift bonus for second and third shift, 
overtime of time and one-half for all work over 8 hours in any one day or 40 
hours in any one week and on Saturdays as such, double time or better for work 
on Sundays and holidays, and 4 hours’ guaranteed pay for workers reporting to 
work or called to work outside of their regular schedule. 

All these things add up to higher wages, better conditions, and more security 
in the job for the employees of our industry. They are the fruits of organization 
and collective bargaining, not easily secured, but through great effort and sacri- 
fice. Members of our union have lost their lives in this fight, many a man and 
many a woman has worn himself out, wrecked his health, in the struggle of the 
electrical and machine workers to win their way this far on the road to security 
and a decent livelihood. 

The employer-sponsored legislation or administrative procedures designed to 
eliminate entirely unions such as UE are aimed at lowering wages, making con- 
ditions worse and lowering workers’ job security. Such legislation or procedures 
will injure all unions and all working people. 


UL’s legislative record on economic issues 


Through their experience our members have come to learn that gains won in 
collective bargaining can effectively be undercut by the politicians—by a business- 
minded administration and Congress. An ever larger percentage of our member- 
ship is beginning to understand that just as their fullest participation in the run- 
ning of their union insures the best possible working conditions in the shop and 
industry, so the fullest participation in the country’s political and democratic 
processes is necessary for the best possible representation and legislation. 

The union’s political and legislative activity is therefore not the sole concern 
of a few top officers and their administrative assistants, but the concern of the 
entire union. When vital legislation is pending, whether on prices, wages, taxes, 
or Taft-Hartley, the entire union particiates in making our views known 
through petitions, post card or letter writing campaigns, mass meetings at fac- 
tory gates, and through large delegations to Congressmen or other adminis- 
trative officials. In this way, through the use of the widest democratic partici- 
pation of our membership, the grass-roots sentiment of the people is brought 
home directly to appointed and elected officials. This kind of activity gives the 
most widespread publicity to the voting records and action of the elected rep- 
resentatives of the people and focuses a merciless spotlight on those in Wash- 
ington who represent the corporations and not the people. All of this calls for 
the strongest opposition from the economic royalists and their political puppets 
who hate what we do and fear the example of UE in the legislative fight. 

Because of the participation of our union from top to bottom in legislative 
action, the positions taken by our union on various issues reflects the needs of 
our membership. This simple test: are the living needs of our members helped 
or hurt? determines our attitude on all legislation. 

Using this test to formulate our tax programs in 1950 and 1951, we recog- 
nize the hypocrisy in the slogan “equality of sacrifice” and the inadequacy of the 
approach “eliminate the tax loopholes.” There can be no “equality of sacrifice” 
so long as taxes are levied on incomes below that necessary to maintain a mini- 
mum standard of health and decency. UE urged the following programs before 

ongressional committees: 

1. No taxes should be levied on American families whose incomes are not 
large enough ($3,800 for a family of four) to maintain living standards at mini- 
mum adequate levels of health and efficiency. 

2. Revenue given up by not taxing family incomes below living wage levels 
can be replaced to the extent necessary, without causing any hardship, from 
sources of large income and wealth now escaping adequate taxation. 

The only answer to the logic of the UE position at that congressional hearing 
was an attempt by some of the Congressmen present to Red-bait the UE rep- 
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resentative who testified. This Red-baiting attack on the policies of our UE 
representative to avoid having to meet the issues is now being repeated by this 
committee, which is attempting to destroy our union because the UE program, 
record of gains won, and thorough-going democracy, is unassailable. 

The participation of the entire union in its legislative activities is shown by 
the campaign carried on by the UE and directed at fighting the lowering of living 
standards through the Government’s program of the wage freeze, high prices. 
and high taxes. 

The basic part of this fight against the program to lower living standards 
has involved the mobilization of UE membership to carry out the policy decided 
on at our last convention. Accordingly, more than 200,000 petition signatures 
and grievance forms against the wage freeze, for rent control, and against high 
prices, high taxes, and high profits were gathered within the union and sub- 
mitted in Washington to Members of Congress and the administration. These 
petitions gathered in the field represent a tremendous activity of education and 
mobilization on the part of UE workers. 

Spearheading this rank and file activity were three delegations of UE repre- 
sentatives to Washington. 

The first delegation came in early November 1950 and visited a large number 
of Congressmen and Senators, as well as top leaders of the stabilization and war 
mobilization program. The second delegation was in April 1951 and included 
more than a hundred UE representatives from UE shops all over the country. 
Congressmen and Senators were visited with a continued insistence of the UE 
that the wage freeze be eliminated, that prices be controlled, that taxes be lowered, 
and that the standard of living of the working people be allowed to improve. 

The third delegation went to Washington in March 1952. Many Congressmen, 
Senators, and administrative officials were visited to put pressure on the Wage 
Stabilization Board to approve a 215 percent wage increase that had been delayed 
by the Board for many months. 

In April 1951 UE exposed the fraud involved in the use of the BLS Price 
Index as a cost of living index by the WSB and other administrative agencies. 
UE pointed out that the BLS Index does not measure increased Federal taxes, 
used-car prices, and the cost of home ownership; the BLS does not measure the 
prices of foods, clothing, and other articles purchased by workers which increase 
more rapidly in price than the more expensive items priced by the BLS; finally, 
the BLS manipulates its figures to dampen price increases. UE also presented 
its own cost of living index which overcame the deficiencies of the BLS, and 
showed that prices had increased 182 percent since 1939 as compared to 91 percent 
registered by the BLS Index. 

It is such legislative activities as these, whether on taxes, prices, or wages, or 
whether in exposing fraudulent figures which are used to lower living standards, 
that subject UE to attacks. 

However, since the logic and truth of the UE position cannot be questioned, the 
attacks are levied on the UE with the purpose of eliminating once and for all 
an organization that exposes the antilabor plans of the employers and their 
politicians, 

1V. FOREIGN POLICY 


The traducers of the UE assert as their most basic fabrication that the UF 
“through Communist domination serves the purposes of Soviet foreign policy.” 
A careful and objective look at the facts thoroughly exposes such slanderous 
allegations. The position of the UE on foreign policy matters as set ferth in 
its annual conventions and as carried out by its officers and representatives, 
simply reveals that the UE has followed consistently, a policy designed to serve 
the interests of its membership by constantly seeking to maintain peace in the 
world, resolutely opposing Fascist and colonial exploiting forces throughout 
the world, through a foreign policy determined by the influence of the common 
people rather than of special, profiteering interests. 

At the outset of considering this question, two points should be made. (1) 
The UE is a trade-union and, as such, the overwhelming bulk of its activities, 
deliberations, policies, and pronouncements have to do with basic trade-union 
questions and related domestic policies. The press of these issues has, perforce, 
required that a minimum of time and attention be given to some of the broader 
cuestions of world affairs. The record reveals this to be the case. UE pro- 
nouncements on foreign policy are limited almost exclusively to general conven- 
tion resolutions and do not deal with the specific issues which arise regularly 
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in the course of time. Indeed there are some in our union who feel that the 
UB should have given more time and more specific attention to the overwhelm- 
ing important questions of foreign policy. The facts remain that over the years 
the UE, as a trade-union, has been overwhelmingly concerned with trade-union 
probelms. (2) Through the year 1947 the UE, as a section of the CIO, par- 
ticipated in the formulation and fully agreed with the foreign policy position 
taken by CIO. This fact applies at all stages, including the period immediately 
prior to World War ITI, when the CIO, as so many others, had grave doubts 
about United States involvement in the European conflict, with lend-lease, con- 
scription, ete. 

During the long period from 1937 to 1947 the general secretary-treasurer of 
the UE, Julius Emspak, was a member of the CIO resolutions committee, and 
without exception during those years, participated in the formulation of CIO 
foreign policy and supported the formulations on this question. Not once, in the 
course of these many years, either publicly or in general executive board C1O 
meetings or meetings of the vice presidents of CIO, in which UE participated, 
was there any suggestion of problems of difference between the UE and the CIO 
on foreign policy. 

In 1947 the split that began between UE and the rest of CIO, insofar as it in- 
volved foreign policy, resulted not from a change in UE policy, but in a change of 
CIO policy. Without deviation, the UE has followed the policy developed by 
the late Franklin D. Roosevelt and enunciated as our national policy in Yalta 
and Potsdam declarations at the end of World War II. A close inspection of 
the issues of this period shows that only the application of the most extreme 
McCarthyism in the trade-union field can lead to allegations of “service to Soviet 
foreign policy” by the UE. 

Sharpest attacks have been thrown at this union because its members have 
adopted positions on foreign policy differing from those of the administration 
and its supporters. 

The threats of administrative and legislative reprisals are the products of 
those who are trying to make acceptance of administration foreign policy the 
measure of Americanism. 

Conformity with the policies of the ruling clique is not Americanism. It is 
subversive of the Constitution to try to enforce such conformity. And when 
those policies have undermined the security of our people, it is the height of 
patriotism for Americans to work to change them. 

Had the members of this union declared that war profiteering is fine, we 
would not be here today. Some of us might have even been chosen to help hand 
out the Government funds to the profiteers and grafters. 

If our members had put their stamp of approval on the tax-price-wage squeeze 
that is wrecking the country’s living standards, we would not be charged with 
endangering the country’s security. 

Had we called for atomic war, for $60 billion arms budgets, for distributing 
America’s wealth to corrupt dictators like Franco and Chiang Kai-shek, we 
would not be under attack here. 

The democratic right of working people in this industry to choose their own 
collective-bargaining representative is threatened by big business because this 
union has proposed measures designed to safeguard their security and protect 
them and the country from the war profiteers who are draining America. 

As this union has fought to resist the encroachments of big business on the 
achievements of labor in domestic life, it has fought to protect the American 
people from a foreign policy imposed on the country by the same corporate 
powers 

Already in 1946 the members of the UE through their elected convention dele- 
gates warned: 

“In the United States these agents of big business have fought to smash the 
unions and to depress the people's standard of living. 

“In the field of foreign affairs these forces seek their profits abroad just 
is they seck them at home, through sweating labor, suppressing its rights and 
advancement, and by robbing the public purse.” 

This has heen the cornerstone of the union's attitude toward administration 
policies in world affairs. 

The UE has attempted in the intervening years to help save the achievements 
of World War II At the 1946 convention the delegates urged upon the 
President that he rid the administration of “the agents of big business”; 
“seek a meeting with the leaders of the great powers” in order “to eall a 
alt to the development of power politics, to sweep away the division of the 
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world into conflicting spheres of influences and to halt the reactionary drive 
for war.” 

In 1947 the convention delegates reemphasized that position. “The mouth- 
pieces of the trusts,” they warned, “wish us to believe that anyone who dares 
to oppose a new grab of the American trusts for power and wealth must by 
that very fact be an enemy of the people of the Untied States. 

“There are some,” the resolution continued, ‘who try to curry favor with 
the trusts by praising big business acts abroad which they would not dare to 
praise at home. We will not join in that hypocrisy.” 

The 1947 convention urged “that the full economic strength of our country 
be mobilized so that we can send food and other nonmilitary equipment to 
needy lands, not as an instrument of political and economic domination, hut 
because men, women, and children are hungry and war-devastated nations 
need rebuilding * * *. 

“We demand,” they said, “that our relations with the rest of the world be 
taken out of the hands of the trusts * * *.” 

Then, in 1948, the delegates warned that the so-called European recovery 
program was bringing the world closer to war, that this program would prove 
to be a further handle of big business in its ceaseless drive to control the Nation 
and spread its power overseas. 

“The aim of big business in administering the foreign-aid program,” said 
the 1948 resolution, “is to squeeze the greatest possible amount of profit out 
of it, and to use it to augment the corporation’s great properties outside of 
the United States. 

“The big business plan for foreign aid requires a $20 billion armaments 
program in the United States to enforce it upon the other people of the world.” 

The authors of ERP proclaimed it as a measure for peace. The program was 
to help the war-ravaged people of the world recover. It was sold as the way 
to bring stability to other countries. It was pictured to the American people as 
a way to insure prosperity through building up prospective foreign customers 
for American goods. 

Winthrop W. Aldrich, chairman of the Chase National Bank, was quoted as 
saying in 1948: “Europe self-sufficient by 1952 is ERP goal.” The $20 billion 
budget UE warned of in 1948 is now a $60 billion budget with no end in sight. 

ERP has failed to bring recovery to the war-ravaged people. Collapsing Eu- 
ropean govenments unable to meet the economic problems of their people show 
that the billions of dollars taken from the pay envelopes of American workers 
have not given other countries stability. 

Here it is 1952 and no one even talks of a self-sufficient Europe. New de- 
mands for American money are before Congress. 

When this union said that the policy was a big business scheme, we were re- 
viled by others in the labor movement. Refusal to beat the drums for ERP was 
used as one of the excuses for splitting the CIO. 7 

Sut that this union was right is admitted now even by those who carried the 
torch for the bankrupt policies. Returning from Europe last fall, AFL Boiler- 
makers President Charles J. MacGowan said: “Marshall plan aid has done more 
to strengthen monopolies in Western Europe than to aid the workers.” 

Vice President Livingston of the CIO Auto Workers returned from France, 
Italy, and Western Germany saying that “industries benefiting by Marshall 
plan funds are making huge profits, but workers aren’t sharing the pros- 
writg = SF 2» 

Now, W. Averell Harriman, in charge of the program, is quoted in the press 
as saying that the effects of the ERP have not been felt yet by the common 
people. 

American corporations, including many in the electrical, radio, and machine 
industry, have used ERP backing to set up in cheap wage areas overseas, leaving 
American workers without employment. 

The program has proven a boon to big business here and its friends in other 
countries. Total foreign investments by United States corporations increased 
from $16.9 billion in 1947 to $20.7 billion in 1950. 

The American people have paid tens of billions of dollars in taxes for a pro- 
gram which has added to their cost of living; increased economic instability of 
the common people in other countries; made greater the danger of atomic war. 

Those who favor such policies are harming our country. 

This theme of taking foreign policy away from the profiteers and of restoring 
big power unity which won World War II has been reemphasiged at every UE 
convention. 
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Last year the delegates adopted the resolution introduced by Senator Johnson 
in the United States Senate as the basis of their own resolution. 

In that, the Senator from Colorado had said that the Korean war “has already 
proken up thousands of American homes, convulsed the economy, pyramided the 
already staggering national debt, further debauched the currency, ravaged indi- 
vidual incomes through spiralling inflation and higher taxes, placed farmers, 
businessmen, and laborers in an ever-tightening stranglehold of regimentation 
completely destructive of freedom and threatening the very foundation of this 
constitutional Government. * * *” 

The delegates approved the Senator’s proposal that there be an immediate 
armistice, and. that “within 4 months thereafter all prisoners of the Korean war 
be exchanged and all non-Korean persons, military and nonmilitary, except the 
ordinary diplomatic representatives, shall depart from North and South 
Kore: Fo Rk” 

These delegates said further that “the United Nations convene an assemblage 
of the major powers * * *_ so that, through collective bargaining, discus- 
sions and negotiations a global formula for peace will be established. And, 
furthermore, that there be guaranteed by gradual disarmament the abolition of 
the use of atomic and other weapons of mass destruction so that mankind may 
face a future free from dread of annihilation, but of peace and secure future.” 

When the members of this union warned several years ago that the people would 
he victimized by big business interests who were beating the drums of war in order 
to promote their profits, they were lonely voices in the wilderness of administra- 
tion-sponsored hysteria. 

But the imposition of the wage freeze accompanied by the record of high prices 
of the necessities of life, the record profits, the hand-out of over $14 billion in 
tax credits to corporations, the almost unbearable taxation of the low-income 
groups have all added weight to the UE’s position. 

Individuals who have never been charged with being spokesmen for the com- 
mon people have in recent months suddenly looked at the road the country is 
traveling and drawn back, frightened by the sight. 

Herbert Hoover said recently: ‘*There is in Europe today no such public alarm 
as has been fanned up in the United States. None of these nations has declared 
emergencies or taken measures comparable with ours. They do not propagandize 
war fears or war psychosis such as we get from Washington. Not one European 
country conducts such exercises in protection from bombs as we have had in 
New York.” 

Philip Reed, chairman of the board of the General Electric Co., whose manage- 
ment has made no secret of its desire to weaken and destroy the UE, as witness 
its reply to this committee’s questions, recently expressed fear that the arms 
burden was getting too heavy for the country. 

Mr. Reed said, “We are not a part of the military (which always tends to 
overstate its requirements) and we, who are not members of national legislative 
bodies (which the record shows, are much more afraid of the political conse- 
quences of voting against huge military appropriations than of risking another 
wave of inflation), we must speak up and express our views if we are to achieve 
intelligent and balanced handling of both aspects of the problem.” Needless 
to say, Mr. Reed was not smeared in the Nation’s press as being the agent of a 
foreign power; he was not subpenaed to explain his views and his associations 
hefore any committee. No Government official proposed that the General Elec- 
tric Co. be denied Government contracts because the sagacity of the military and 
the courage of the Congress had been questioned by one of its officials. 

The attacks against this union came and continue because we spoke up and 
expressed our views before the damage was done and continue to do so before 
even greater damage is done to our country. 

Last year members of this union voted at the convention to urge an end to the 
Korean war. We held that feeling along with the great majority of the Ameri- 
can people. But again the smear pots were emptied in order to try to discourage 
\mericans from asking for peace. 

A vote of the boys dying in Asia would prove that we spoke their thoughts. 
Public-opinion polls have shown that our people want a quick end to the war. 
We dare say that congressional mail reflects that same desire to end it rapidly. 

But, as the conventions have said again and again, our policies are being tai- 
lored to suit the needs of big business. 

Mr. David Lawrence's United States News said on February 18, 1950: “Arma- 
nents can always be pushed if private (business) activities slow. War scares 
are easy to create and are nearly sure-fire producers of money for more arms.” 
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The staff report for the United States Congressional Joint Committee on the 
Economie Report, Eighty-second Congress, first session 1951, said: 

“Those receiving flexible incomes such as dividends and profits * * * are 
most likely to emerge from this emergency, as indeed they have from every war 
in American history, considerably wealthier and better off, both absolutely and 
relatively, than before. * * *” 

On the other hand, President Truman told the Nation, in his message of 
January 16, 1952: 

“We must continue to hold back on the construction of hospitals, total con 
struction expenditures for schools * *.* must be held below the real 
needs * *.* Flood control, navigation and reclamation are being post- 
poned * * * Low-rent public housing * * * will be well below the levels 
contemplated.” 

It was precisely the desire to avoid this set of conditions that has been behind 
the positions taken by the UE members. They are not extreme measures unless 
an armistice can be called extreme. They represent the views of the majority 
av our conventions. 

Even if the administration had been proven right and our members wrong by 
events, no Government body would be justified in attempting to destroy the 
right of a group of Americans to adopt differing positions. 

But when events have proven us right, then we must say that the attack on 
us is inspired by those who fear to have their greedy schemes discussed freely. 
Those who do this are leading America to destruction. 


CONCLUSION 


It is the position of the UE that all proposals, regardless of form, whether 
under existing or proposed new legislation, or by administrative order, whicl 
would establish Government controls depriving workers of their free choice of 
selection of their own union bargaining agent, or of their free choice in the 
selection of union officers, or which would deprive individual workers of full 
protection from discrimination because of their political views, or which would 
limit the right to strike, are profoundly antidemocratic and are a major weapon 
of the antilabor forces seeking to destroy the free, effective American labor 
movement. 

The facts we have presented demonstrate that the UE is a democratic, rank 
and-file organization loyal to the best interests of the American people and that 
the democracy of the UE in organization and practice insures that it Cannot be 
dominated by any outside force whatsoever. The fact that the proposals before 
this subcommittee have been aimed specifically at UE and other democratic 
unions demonstrates that the purpose is not the protection of America from 
subversion, but the domination or destruction of labor unions. 

We repeat that this attempt to force labor into conformity with the policies of 
Government and industry, by outlawing unions which dissent from these policies, 
threatens the living standards and democratic rights of the whole people, vot 
the members of organized labor alone. A free labor movement offers no threat 
to America. The threat is to be found among those who would set up a labor 
front. 

Under false pretense of guarding against treason, industry is hoping to use 
its power in Washington to outlaw all opposition to its policy of impoverishment 
and war—to crush dissent in America, to take away from the people the right 
to determine for themselves the issues of peace and war, of plenty or poverty, 
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of freedom or subservience. It is that attempt that is treason to America. 


Mr. Nixon. We fully appreciate the time situation that you face. 
We do want to say in that regard that if it develops that time is too 
short, we would like to come back to complete whatever remains of 
our testimony. We are fully appreciative of the urgency of your 
particular situation this afternoon. 

Senator Humrurey. We will give you as much time as we can. If 
I personally have to leave, may I ask Mr. Barbash if he would remain, 

rif any other members of the committee can stay, because I want you 
to get all of the time you need for your statement. 

Mr. Nixon. We are hopeful that you can be here through our pres 
entation. 
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We have two parts to our statement. The first section has to do with 
the general legislative issue which is involved in the proposals before 
this committee, and I will summarize that section of our statement. 

The second part of our statement has to do with what these pro- 
posals actually mean as reflected by the specific case that is germane 
to your proceedings, the case of the United Electrical, Radio, and 
Machine Workers. 

We requested a month ago to come here because of our feeling that 
the issues before this committee are of such basic importance to the 
entire labor movement and to the country as a whole that our views on 
this critical question should be presented. 

As you know, I am the Washington representative of the UE. I 
have had the honor since 1941, except for a period of time in 1944 and 

1945, briefly in 1946 when I was in the Army and an official in the 
American military government in Germany, to be the Washington 
representative of the union which represents approximately 825,000 
workers in this industry in the United States and Canada. 

Senator Humenrey. Is that your present membership / 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, si 

I want to state at the outset our basic position in regard to the pro- 
posals before this committee and that position is base ‘don our concern 
for the well-being and security and freedom of the entire labor move- 
ment. That position is this: 

All proposals, regardless of form, and whether under existing or 
propose d new legislation which would establish Government controls 
depriving workers . their free choice of selection of their own union 
bargaining agent, or of their free choice in selection of union officers, 
or Which would depeive individual workers cf full protection from dis- 

crimination because of their political views or which would limit the 
vight to strike are profoundly antidemocratic and are a major weapon 
of the antilabor forces seeking to destray the free effective American 
trade-union movement. 

That is our introductory position, and you will find, Senator 
Humphrey, that that is the conclusion which we will reach in our 
statement, 

Now, ordinarily, you will have proposed legislation in the form of a 
bill before hearings of this sort. In this particular case, we know, 
of course, there is no specific bill pending before this committee. 

However, it is possible, on the basis of several sources of informa- 
tion, to list, and, as it were, to codify the various proposals that have 
been made to this committee, or indicated as being considered by this 
committee in this hearing. 

lor one thing, your own interview in the United States News on 
December 28, 1951, indicated various possibilities, and some of your 
own thinking about the issues which are before this committee. I do 


not know whether or not that has been put in the record, Senator 
Humphrey. 


Senator Humpnurey. Yes, it has. 

Mr. Nixon. It happens, too, that Senator McCarran has introduced 
two bills, not before this committee, S. 1975 and S. 2548. The first 
one was introduced 10 weeks or so before your hearings were an- 
nounced. They were sent to the Senate Judiciary Committee and 


in express and very precise legislative terms form possibilities and, in 
his case, proposals for legislation, 
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I am not sure whether those bills have been introduced into the rec 
ord of this hearing. 

If not, I would like to have them included in the record. I have 
copies of them that I can give to the stenographer. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, those bills being the McCarran bills, S. 
2548 and S. 1975, but I want it to be quite clear that these bills are 
not before this committee. 

And I also want it quite clear that I have expressed my opposition 
to these bills. 

Mr. Nrxon. I am happy to hear that. 

Senator Humpurey. They may be included in the record at this 
point. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


[S. 2548, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To make it unlawful for a member of a Communist organization to hold an office 
or employment with any labor organization, and to permit the discharge by employers o! 
persons who are members of organizations designated as subversive by the Attorney 
General of the United States. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, Eighty-first Congress) is amended by re 
numbering paragraph (15) as paragraph (16) and inserting after the paragraph 
(14) the following new paragraph: 

“(15) Labor organizations are at times infiltrated by subversive persons 
who are members of Communist organizations and fronts and whose activities 
disrupt normal peaceful labor relations and limit or embarrass the choice of 
loyal citizens in affiliating with loyal labor organizations.” 

Sec. 2. Subsection 5 (a) (1) of the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, 
as enacted in the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, Eighty-first 
Congress), is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new para 
graph: 

“(E) to hold any office or employment with any labor organization, as 
that term is defined in section 2 (5) of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended by section 101 of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947 
(61 Stat, 137—138).” 

Sec. 3. Section 5 of the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, as enacted 
in the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, Eighty-first Congress) is 
amended by adding the following subsection : 

“(d) Nothing in this Act or any other statute of the United States shall pre 
clude an employer from discharging without liability an employee who volun 
tarily continues as a member of an organization duly designated by the Attorne) 
General of the United States as subversive, or who has actively concealed his 
membership in such an organization, or who has refused to state to a duly con 
stituted congressional legislative committee whether or not he is or has know 
ingly or willingly been a member of such an organization.” 


[S. 1975, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To permit the discharge by employers of persons who are members of organizations 
designated as subversive by the Attorney General of the United States, and to decertif) 
labor organizations represented by or having officers who are members of such organi 
tions 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Subversive Activities 
Control Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, Eighty-first Congress) is amended by 
renumbering paragraph (15) as paragraph (16) and inserting after paragrap! 
(14) the following new paragraph: 

“(15) Key labor organizations are at times infiltrated by subversive persons 
who are members of Communist organizations and fronts and whose activities 
disrupt normal peaceful labor relations and limit or embarrass the choice of 
loyal citizens in affiliating with loyal labor organizations.” 

Sec. 2. Section 4 of the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, as enacted 
in the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, Eighty-first Congress), 
is amended by adding the following subsection: 
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“(g¢) It shall be unlawful for any person who is a member of a Communist 
organization, including any Communist front organization or C ‘ommunist action 
organization, to be or to act as a representative or to be or to act as an officer 
of a labor organization within the terms of section 2 of the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended by section 101 of the Labor Management Relations 
Act, 1947 (61 Stat. 137-138). Any certification heretofore issued under the pro- 
visions of section 9 of the National Labor Relations Act, as amended by section 
101 of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947 (61 Stat. 143), with regard 
to any such person, or any labor organization having such a person as an officer 
or representative, is hereby declared void.” 

Sec. 3. Section 5 of the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950, as enacted 
in the Internal Security Act of 1950 (Public Law 831, Eighty-first Congress), is 
amended by adding the following subsection: 

“(d) Nothing in this Act or any other statute of the United States shall 
preclude an employer from discharging without liability an employee who ap- 
pears on the records, in possession of the Federal Government or a State 
government, as a member of an organization designated by the Attorney General 
of the United States as subversive, or who has concealed his membership in such 
an organization, or who has refused to state to a duly constituted legislative 
committee whether or not he is or has knowingly or willingly been a member of 
such an organization.” 

Mr. Nrxon. In addition, the Chamber of Commerce in its publica- 
tion Communism in Labor Unions has proposed officially a certain 
line of action to deal with the subject matter before this committee. 

The General Electric, Westinghouse, Allis Chalmers, and Western 
Union Cos., in their responses to the subcommittee’s questionnaire 
have also submitted proposals for Government controls. 

In addition, the International Union of Electrical, Radio, and 
Machine Workers—CI1O, both through its president and its general 
counsel, has set forth specific proposals for Government control in 
this field, and the Secretary of Labor, Maurice Tobin, presumably 
speaking for the administration, has made certain proposals. 

Other proposals have been advanced. All of these proposals call 
for one type or another of Government action to deprive workers 
of their full freedom in choosing their own union for collective bar- 
gaining purposes, to deprive wor rkers of freedom of democratic choice 
of their union officers, or to provide legal or economic sanctions di- 
rected at workers because of their political views and activities. 

The issue before this subcommittee is whether these Government 
limitations of free choice and action by workers and freedom of po- 
litical views and activities by workers shall be supported. 

The issue before the subcommittee is not a technical one, nor a 
question of form as to whether additional legislation is required to 
take certain action. 

The fundamental question before this committee is whether limi- 
tations on free choice in the labor movement should be imposed in any 
form. 

Before I evaluate these proposals, I think it would be helpful if I 
would just very briefly summarize what they are. The first general 

category of proposals i is proposals to deprive workers of freedom to 
choose their own union for purposes of collective bargaining. 

In various ways these proposals would say to a group of workers, 
“You cannot vote to select as your bargaining agent this particular 
list of unions. You do not have freedom to choose between rival 
unions competing for your vote as bargaining agents.” 

One of those proposals which you outlined in your interview as a 
poe would be simply to deprive or remove from the employers 
the obligation to bargain, the obligation set up under the National 
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Labor Relations Act, with unions designated as Communist-controlled 
or Communist-inspired unions, 

Senator Humpurey. Should it not be said there, Mr. Nixon, that 
that was one of the possibilities, one of the proposals, and no one was 
endorsing such a proposal. Is that not right ? 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir; as I just stated a “minute ago. 

Sen: ted Humenrey. It is just one possibility. 

Mr. Nixon. You said that it was one possibility, and as I have 
underlined it in the text of my statement, you will see “one possibility” 
underlined. 

Mr. Barsasu. Although in your news release, Mr. Nixon, you talk 
about the proposals of Sen: itors Hubert Humphrey and Pat’ McCar- 

ran, 1 take it that as you go along you will indicate the nature of 
Senator Humphrey's proposals # 

Mr. Nrxon. Yes, sir; there are two aspects of that. 

I want to say that the impression conveyed by the U. S. News 
interview, in spite of the words here and there concerning “proposals” 
and “things to be considered” seems to be be yond question to indicate 
a general line of approval, or seems to indicate a general line of 
approval of action apiataiier ous these lines. 

In one case in particular, Senator Humphrey was not so careful 
with the word “possibility” but I am not making that point at this 
moment. 

The general impact seemed to me to be—and I think seemed to be to 
others—-a line of approval of something like this, without agreement 
or settlement in your mind, as to exactly what the details would be. 

Senator Humpnrey. I think I might help ; you, Mr. Nixon. I im- 
agine TL aim closer to knowing what is in my mind than the people 
on the outside. 

Mr. Nixon. I can only tell from what you say, sir. 

Senator Humrurey. Therefore, | would say that what that inter- 
view should lead one to believe is that the committee had no pre- 
conceived notions as to what our answers were. That was the state- 
ment under which this hearing got underway, that we were searching 
for answers: we wished to explore the problem; we had no idea 
as to Whether it ought to be legislative or administrative; we had 
no idea as to whether we ought to do anything, or whether this should 
be left entirely up to the labor movement. We have heard everybody 
from every side of the question, 

As you know, representatives of some labor organizations have come 
in here and said there should be no legislation, no administrative ac- 
tion, and they were very eminent reputable labor leaders. 

Others have come in here and said there ought to be legislation. 
Representatives of the Government have come in here and said there 
ought to be legislation. Others have come in and said there ought not 
to be legislation, that there ought to be only administrative action. 
Others have said there should be no further administrative action. 

So you have a wide variety of opinions. And I want my position 
quite clear that Tas yet have not crystallized any opinion. I think this 
is one of the most difficult and serious questions that we have ever 
had confronting us. It is a question of civil liberties, and a question 
that relates to the matter of national security. 

It surely is a question that refers to the ‘whole aspect of collective 
bargaining and free choice of workers for their representatives and 
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their unions. And it would be wrong on my part, or your part, 
make any assumption as to what would finally develop. 

That is why we have proceeded slowly and cautiously, because we 
do feel that this is something that needs very mature and thoughtful 
consideration, and not to be moved on the basis of emotion or personal 
predilection. 

[ said in my interview that my opinions were my opinions. ‘They 
did not represent those of the committee. The committee includes 
seven members on the subcommittee and 13 on the full committee. 

[ only give you this as background. I want to talk to vou on the 
basis of give and take between men that would hke to search for an 
answer, and there is no sense of either one of us trying to say that 
someone has a preconceived notion of what ought to be done, because 
there is no preconceived notion, We are only looking for answers, 
and we will continue to explore, maybe for a considerable period of 
Lie. 

Mr. Nixon. | aepeete ite what you have said, and our purpose -- 

Senator Humenrey. That is all right. You have a right to make 
your own judgment on these things. That is why you are here to 
testify. 

Mr. Nixon. To be perfectly clear on this, our purpose is to have 
you disavow these proposals. That is our purpose, Senator. 

Senator Humpnurey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Nixon. To have you and the rest of the committee disavow 
the proposals, 

[ am delighted to have heard you say a few moments ago that 
you disavow and disapprove the McCarran proposals. I had not 
heard you say that before, although I have followed these hearings 
quite closely. I am delighted at that step. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Nixon, had we not differed with the Me- 
Carran proposals we would not have even started the hearings. That 
is exactly one of the reasons we started these hearings. 

Further than that, I might say with equal candor that repeatedly 
throughout the hearings the chairman of this subcommittee has stated 
what he has just said in reference to our search here for answers, 
and it was stated not only by word, but by written word. 

\nyone who wanted to know what the committee was thinking 
bout, or at least the chairman of the subcommittee, had every oppor- 
tunity in the world to know. 

\s far as disavowing the McCarran proposals is concerned, they 
have never been before this committee. I have generally found myself 
at somewhat divergent points of view from the Senator from Nevada. 
We are trying to find something—perhaps an appropriation bill, o1 
some minor resolution on the Red Cross—that we can agree on. 

Mr. Nixon. I hope that is not on the proposals that he has made 
with regard to contro] of unions on the basis of what he calls com- 
munism. IT hope that is not the basis of it. 

Senator Humpnrey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Nixon. And TI hope that we can move beyond having an open 
mind on some of these questions to a strong position of opposition 
on some of them which seem to us to be extremely dangerous for the 
entire labor movement. 

[ am summarizing the proposals. The first I mentioned was the 

994845224 
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proposal to remove from the employer the obligation to bargain wit), 
2 union designated as Communist-dominated. 

The second development on this same point is to prohibit employer: 
from bargaining with the Seesneored unions. In this case, you 
have the proposals of the General Electric Co., and the proposals of 
the IUE. The proposals of the Secretary of Labor Tobin was to 
extend the National Labor Relations Act and to create a new category 
to parallel company-dominated unions and to proscribe bargaining 
with such unions. 

Now, a third proposal is to prohibit Government contracts to em- 
ployers bargaining with a disapproved union. 

Senator Humpnurey. Where those contracts affect the national 
security. 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir. 

In this case, in your interview in the U. S. News, you were 
asked : 

Wouldn't you say, then, as a matter of public policy, it would be proper 
for the Government to withhold contracts from any companies that do business 
with a union, whether it has the majority or not, if it is Communist-controlled, 


And then you asked: 
Are you asking my personal opinion? 


And the questioner said: “Yes.” 
And you answered : 


I don’t think the Government ought to pay a premium to Communist-dominated 
unions. 


Now, similarly, there have been proposals put forward here pri- 


marily 

Senator Humpnrey. Then I went on, may I say, to point out just a 
little bit further, because that statement is a little longer than the 
one you read. This is in reference to your colloquy here: 


Are you asking for my personal opinion? 
Question. Yes. 


Senator Humphrey says: 


I don’t think the Government ought to pay a premium to Communist-dom- 
inated unions. But that doesn’t have anything to do with what the public policy 
will be, and I am only one member. I think the Government of the United 
States has the right to and must establish standards, particularly in the con- 
duct of its business and in the procurement of its supplies, related to its eco- 
nomic, and, particularly, security measures. 

But again I say that nothing would be more tragic than to let one United 
States Senator set these rules, or to let one private association, or one company. 
I think this is the kind of thing that must be dealt with intelligently and ob- 
jectively by the Congress of the United States, after real study, and not just to 
jump into it in an effort to cure one evil over here, only to stir up two more 
over there. 

It may be after a while if you start this that the Government will say, if it 
doesn’t believe in unionism, that “Well, we'll put all of our contracts with 
nonunion companies.” Then I would be opposed to that, and so would lots of 
other people. So I don’t want this to be left to the whim of the executive or 
administrative channels to a point where it could jeopardize the relationships 
between Government and industry. 


That was my full statement. 
Mr. Bareasn. Do you think that the Government has a right to 
protect the security of its plants? 
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Mr. Nrxon. Isn’t the answer rather obvious to a question of that 
sort. that the Government has a right ¢ 

Mr. Barpasu. You do? 

Mr. Nixon. I wouldn’t put it that way. I would assume that it 
has an obligation to protect the security of its plants. 

Senator Humrurey. Would you consider the Communist Party 
a threat to the security of the particular plant or its membership / 

Mr. Nixon. Well, that is a rather general question. 

Senator Humrenrey. No, it is right specific. 

Mr. Nixon. I would consider that you need to have adequate pro- 
tection, laws, against any action taken by anybody of any party against 
sabotage or espionage, and that is the way to handle that kind of : 

question. 

I wouldn’t want to put it—and I will make it clear later on—on the 
basis of political views. That is the reason I hesitate to give a quick 
answer to your question. 

Senator Humpurey. I appreciate that. That is a legitimate an- 
swer. You are saying that insofar as action is concer ned, which may 
be termed conspiratorial or sabotage—— 

Mr. Nixon. Any kind of action. 

Senator Humrurey. Or any kind of action which would impair 
the security of the plant or of the Government, that you feel that the 
Government has a right to defend itself and protect itself. 

Mr. Nixon. I would not only say it has the right; 1 would say it 
has an obligation. 

Senator Humpurey. An obligation to protect and defend itself. 

Mr. Barnasu. Do you believe the Government has a right to know 
whether or not a worker in a sensitive plant from a security stand- 
point is affiliated with the Communist Party or a Communist-front 
organization as a part of its security protection / 

Mr. Nixon. I have a special section in here dealing with this ques- 
tion. 

Senator Humpurey. All right, we will wait for it. 

Mr. Mrxon. Perhaps it will become clearer when I come to that, 
Mr. Barbash. 

Senator Humpurey. Very good. 

Mr. Nixon. I am not only not evaluating these things, I am trying 
to set them up so we can see what we are talking about as clearly as 
possib le. : 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Nixon. Also, on this question of prohibiting Government con- 
tracts, I suppose that the proposal of the TUE of Mr. Carey and Mr. 
Sigal in that regard, constitutes one of the major proposals that you 
have before your committee, and I would want to be sure that that 
is properly understood here. 

Senator Humpnurey. I believe they were the only ones that made 

that proposal, were they not ? 

Mr. Barsasn. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. I do not think anyone else made that particular 
p roposal, 

Mr. Nrxon. I am sure that is the case. It is an important proposal, 
nonetheless. 

The proposal that they made was to set up in the Defense Depart- 
ent within the Munitions Board a tripartite group comprised of 
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representatives of industry, representatives of the procurement agency, 
and representatives of labor, who would have the authority to desiz 
nate by majority vote, two of those three, that a union is to be 
proscribed. 

Once that designation is made three possibilities are created. An 
employer having a contract, a bargaining contract with a proscribed 
union shall not be permitted to have a defense contract. An employer 
having a collective-bargaining contract as a result, presumably, of 
the free choice of the workers in the plant with a proscribed union, if 
that employer had a Government contract, that contract would be 
canceled. 

The third possibility is in the case where such a Government con 
tract is either held or anticipated and there are not alternative unem 

ploved available and resources to fill the contract, the Munitions Board 
ie | go to the Federal courts and get an injunction to restrain the 
employer from dealing with democratically elected representatives 
of his workers. 

Now, in the first two cases, Mr. Sigal particularly went to great odds 
to say that this was no interference with free choice of workers of 
their bargaining agent; the fact that you deprive them of Government 
orders was not assumed to be any interference with free choice. It 
seems to me it is the kind of free choice proposed for the people of 
Paris having a free right to sleep under the bridges of Paris. It is 

that kind of a proposition. 

But that is not so serious as the third proposition. T want to tell 
vou frankly, Senator Humphrey, that I ask vou to consider the cando: 
and frankness of this proposal. 

Mr. Sigal said that this would not, except in rare instances, require 
the board to direct a contractor to discontinue such bargaining rela 
tions. He said that only in the “special” situation—an isolated kind 
of situation—would it be required to have the severance by injunction 
of the bargaining relationship. 

Now, we all know that this applies, presumably in times of national 
emergency when you have a vast demand on your productive resources, 
particularly in the field of Government contracts, in which we have 
viven almost $20 billion of defense plant amortization allowances to 
build new plants because of the shortage of plants. and in which 
there is a constant search and a constant building of equipment be 

‘ause of the shortage. 

It is perfectly obvious that in the major section of American in 
dustry the proposal of the IUE is not a “rare” and “special” case 
proposal. What would be “rare” and “special” would be the situation 
in which there was unused available alternative resources which did 
not require the injunction. 

Now, I do not want to argue this beyond this. It must be obvious 
to you; it is obvious that there are no other west-coast longshoremen 
and the west-coast longshoremen. There are no other lead, copper, 
mine, and smelters than the ones we utilize fully in the West. 

There is no alternative to the Schenectady General Electric plant, 

‘to the Erie General Electric plant, or to the Essington, Pa., West- 
ll ai plant, for example. 

T am not yet evaluating this; I am just describing it to you and 
asking you to consider the meaning of this proposal and raising, | 
hope, in your mind the question why it was that there was such a lack 
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of candor and, I am almost tempted to say, lack of honesty in the pres- 
entation of this proposal, characterizing its injunctive features as 
rare and special when the most elementary evaluation of its implica- 
tion shows beyond any reasonable doubt that that is the general 
feature of the proposal. 

Mr. Bernsrern. Was there any special significance in your illus- 
tration in taking the west-coast longshoremen or the copper-smelting 
facilities of the United States? Was there any reason why you chose 
that kind of an illustration ? 

Mr. Nixon. That is not a very subtle question, Mr. Bernstein. You 
are acquainted with the reports of your subcommittee. I am sure, 
and, therefore, you know that the unions that represent the workers 
in those industries have been characterized by the committee and by 
the chairman. as Communist-dominated. 

Senator Humenrey. That is correct. 

Mr. Nixon. The fourth proposal under this same general heading 
is a proposal for direct outlawing of proscribed unions. The General 
Electric Co. and the Westinghouse Co. both reached this, perhaps, 
logical conclusion. The statement of Mr. Boulware proposes provid- 
ing criminal as well as civil penalties for violation of an order which 
would proscribe individuals and organizations from carrying out any 
of the activities of being a union, straight outright outlawing of a 
proscribed union. 

The president of the Westinghouse Electric Corp., Mr. Price, pro- 
posed to the committee that: 

A union found to be Communist-dominated should be an outlaw—not merely 
a second-class citizen of the industrial community. * * * Communist-domi- 
nated unions should be effectively prohibited from engaging in any form of 
union activity. 

Each of the proposals, regardless of the variations or method, 
would have the ultimate effect of outlawing unions disapproved by 
some Government agencies. In Mr. Hay wood’s hi appy phrase there 
is involved “thought control and Government licensing of unions.” 

This would proscribe workers selecting their preferred collective 
bargaining unions from among rival unions. 

The second major category of proposals provide governmental ac- 
tion to deprive workers of their right to free choice of union officers. 
These are the proposals of Secretary Tobin and the major proposal 

n both of the McCarran bills. And T hope your disapproval of those 
bills includes that section, Senator Humphre: V. 

There also is the proposal by the vice president and general counsel 
of the Allis Chalmers Manufacturing Co., Mr. Story, who wanted to 
idd to the present Communist affidavits a disqualifying provision that 
would be based on proof that a union leader was following the Com- 
munist Party line. He had the interesting suggestion that the way to 
get description of what the Communist line is, would be to have Mr. 
Louis Budenz prepare a description of the current Communist Party 
I 7 asa basis for propos sed governmental action. 

n addition, over in the House, the chairman of the House Labor 
C meee pro-Taft-Hartley North Carolina Congressman Graham 
a ‘n, proposed a retroac tive feature to 9 (h) of the Taft-Hart ley 
for 12 months. 

“A similar proposal was made by the chairman of the Un-American 

Activities Committee, Mr. Wood, in the infamous Wood bill which was 
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proposed in the House in 1949 at the time of consideration of repeal of 
the Taft-Hartley law. 

All of these proposals are an extension of section 9 (h) of the Taft- 
Hartley law and aim at establishing a list of approved and disapproved 
candidates for union office and telling workers you cannot make a free 
choice of union officers. 

The third major category deals with proposals to limit workers’ 
rights to freedom of political views and activities, and would extend 
sanctions directed at workers for their political views and political 
activity. 

In Senator McCarran’s bill, for example, he provides that the Gov- 
ernment shall grant employers complete freedom to discharge without 
liability an employ ee who appears on the record in the possession of a 
Federal Government or a State government as a member of an organ 
ization designated by the Attorney General of the United States as 
subversive. This would, of course, open up under Government blessing 
a level of blacklist heretofore unknown in the country. 

Other proposals have been made, all of them aimed not at workers’ 
views, not at actions, but at political views. 

Finally, the way has been pointed in statements before this com- 
mittee, to extend limitations on the right to strike, on the basis of 
certain strikes being allegedly political or subversive. I want to make 
perfectly clear, Senator, that this is a little different category than the 
other three proposals. You have very specific proposals in the other 
three categories. 

I included this here because we were so profoundly disturbed : 
the discussions about political strikes which crept into the caimeny LV 
presented to this committee in many instances by high Government 
officials, and because we were disturbed at its coming at a time when 
the right to strike is in some degree at issue as a public policy 

Now, the Chairman of the Munitions Board, Mr. Small, made refer 
ence to this question and said: 

There is not the least bit of doubt that if the policy of the Soviet Union called 
for strikes in various industries in the United States, then the leadership ot 
those unions (UE, American Communications Association, and the Mine, Mil! 
and Smelter Workers Union, et cetera) would subjugate the membership to a 
strike. And in today’s present industrial-economic society, it is very easy for the 
leadership to furnish ostensible grievances as a facade behind which to hide their 
true objectives without the membership becoming aware that the strike was, in 
effect, an act of sabotage.” 

Secretary Tobin said that: 

Communist leaders will use the legitimate grievances and aspirations of their 
members to lead them into strikes which, while ostensibly for good trade-union 
objectives, are designed to disrupt the defense program. 

And the president of the Westinghouse Electric Co. carried “gp : 
whole set. of proposals to its logical conclusion when he included : 
political strikes, the ‘ ‘hindering of production of goods and services 
which are essential to the proper functioning and balance of our free 
enterpr ise system.’ 

It is clear that in the course of these hearings there is an append: ise 
to the current drive — the right to str ike which has begun with 
the development of a proposition that strikes, regardless of their 
legitimate grievances, strikes, regardless of the wage and working 
condition issues involved, may somehow be designated as political 
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strikes, and thereby various actions would follow, presumably both 
with regard to the strike, with regard to the union that engaged in 
them, and with regard to the union leadership involved in the 
situation. 

Senator Humpnrey. There is no doubt that this subject matter of 
the political strike was discussed and discussed at length. As to 
whether or not anyone had in his mind or her mind the necessity of 
some administrative or legislative action along this line is merely + 
matter of conjecture. 

I think it is fair to say that the political strikes are not unknown. 

Mr. Nixon. I understand that what you say is absolutely correct ; 
(hat there have not been specific proposals, although in evaluating 
what seemed to be involved here, I would be required, I think, to draw 
the conclusion that strikes designated as political would have some 
kind of special proscription in regard to them. 

Secondly, if a strike is described as political that would enter into 
the evidence in determination of a union as Communist-dominated 
with all of the consequences which have been outlined here presumably 
to follow, and the same kind of evidence would apply in the case of the 
leadership of such strike. 

That is the reason why I have felt constrained to include this in a 
summary codification of what I think has been raised before this 
committee, 

Senator A1KEN. May I ask this, Mr. Chairman: 

In just going over Chairman Small’s statement, it says: 


_ 


The leadership of those unions (UB, American Communications Association, 
and the Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers Union, et cetera) would subjugate the 
membership to a strike— 
if the Soviet Union called for it. 

Does the UE admit that it is Communist-controlled ? 

Mr. Nixon. Senator Aiken 

Senator ArkEN. You represent the UE, do you not ? 

Mr. Nixon. As we will develop here, we not only don’t admit it, 
we will prove the contrary fact to be true. I did not deal with this 
fantastic statement of Mr. Small’s at this stage. You may be sure 
in the course of this hearing we are going to handle that one, because 
this is subject to the most practical demonstration of fact as to how 
strikes are called in our organization. 

And you know yourself,-from your acquaintanceship with our 
organization in Vermont, the democratic way in which our union 
runs its affairs, and that includes, particularly, the calling of strikes. 
We will deal with that question later on. 

Senator ArkeN. I know some of your people in Vermont. I also 
know that they are employed in what are considered the most strategic 
of all industries. And for that reason, I just wondered whether you 
agreed with these statements that your union is Communist-domi- 
nated. If you are, it would appear that you are working in the 
wrong plants. 

Mr. Nixon. You tempt me very much to take off on this, but—— 

Senator Arken. I cannot be here but a few minutes, and I will take 
this statement with me and see what it says. 

_ Mr. Nrxon. Senator Aiken, the general outline of our testimony 
is that I am presenting our general position on the general legislative 
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proposals, to begin with, and then Mr. Matles is going to deal with 
some of the spec “ific implications with regard to the UB. 

Senator Arken. Is it going to be your contention that Government 
ought not to be permitted to designate the unions which workers 
may elect to join? 

Mr. Nixon. That is right; that is going to be 

Senator ArkEN. That is your general contention ? 

Mr. Nixon. If I may summarize it, we trust the workers. We 
think you should trust the workers to make a collective free choice 
of their leadership and of their bargaining agents. That is in a nut- 
shell going to be our position. 

Senator A1rken. But would you say that unions dominated by hos- 
tile or potentially hostile nations should not be controlling the labor 
situation in, we will say the machine tool industry that you engaged 
in in Vermont, I believe? 

Mr. Nrxon. We would say that no outside force should dominate 
any union, regardless of where it is. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let me put the question another way. Do 
you believe that a union that is Communist-dominated and could be 
proved to be Communist-dominated, would be a threat to the security 
of the strategic production plants? 

Mr. NIxon. I would draw the conclusion that a union that was 
dominated by anybody other than its membership, any outside force, 
would be a threat to the security of the country, and a threat to the 
security of production in any plant. 

The only guaranty—— 

Mr. Barnasu. The answer, then, to Senator Humphrey’s question, 
is “Yes”? 

Mr. Nixon. The answer is the answer I gave. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let me put it another way. You have dis- 
avowed any of the connotations of Mr. Small’s statement, which is 
your privilege. We are not running a third degree here. 

Mr. Nixon. We are going to handle that. 

Senator Humrpurey. We are not going into that business. 

Mr. Nixon. When we handle that, you will know it has been han- 
dled. 

Senator Humpurey. Let me put it this way: Do you think the 
Communist Party, if it did gain control of a union, would call upor 
such a union to engage in political strikes ? 

Mr. Nixon. I don’t know what the Communist Party would do. | 
certainly couldn’t speak for them, and I certainly wouldn’t presume 
to speak for them in this connection. 

Senator Humpurey. I would not want to make my opinion from 
your observations. 

Mr. Nixon. I have no basis for answering what they would do in 
this regard. 

Senator Humpnurey. You have read the statement of Benot Frach 
on, of the World Federation of Trade Unions, who sent out instruc- 
tions to Communist Party members throughout the world, to sabotage 
western defense, particularly in Western Europe. 

Do vou think that a Communist-dominated union in Western Eu- 
rope, for example—to get out of the local scene—a union which has 
its leadership completely in Communist hands, or a majority of which 
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is in Communist hands, would be subject to any pressure from the 
Soviet Union for political strikes ? 

Mr. Nixon. I really hate, in a hearing of this sort, where I am talk- 
ing about the American movement and very serious proposals in 
regard to the American trade-unions movement, to get into specula- 
tion about the trade-unions of another country about which I know 
little. 

Senator Humreurey. Let us take it back to the United States. 

Mr. Nixon. That is the best place to stay. 

Senator Humeurey. Let us take it back to the United States. If 
a union had in its leadership a majority of members of the Commu- 

Party, known and avowed Communists, or proven Communists, 
do you think they would be subject to any type of external discipline 
to follow the policy of the Soviet Union and to engage in political 
strikes, if such political strikes conformed with the policy of the 
Soviet Union ? 

Mr. Nixon. You have made some very heroic assumptions. 

Senator Humreurey. Thank you. 

Mr. Nixon. They have no relationship to any real situation. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let us assume, then, let us get into the realm 
of conjecture for a moment. 

Mr. Nixon. We are quite in the realm of conjecture. 

Senator Humpnrey. What do you think, then? 

Mr. Nixon. Well, I don’t know what they would do. I suppose 
they would—you say it is a majority of the . lant—that they would 
have to debate and decide, and it is conceivable they might decide to 
strike. I don’t know, and I certainly wouldn’t answer you “Yes,” 
they would vote to strike to sabotage production. I don’t know what 
they would do. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you consider that the Communist Party is 
a force which has an allegiance be yond its own nation, or the me »mbe r- 
ship has an allegiance beyond its own nation ? 

In other words, do you consider the American Communist Party or 
the Communist Party in America to have an allegiance over and be- 
yond its responsibility to the United States and the form of govern- 
ment of the United States? 

Mr. Nixon. Well, I certainly am not in a position to speak for the 
Communist Party, certainly not that. 

Senator Humpnrey. What is your opinion about that ? 

Mr. Nrxon. I have not, in my experience, been confronted with 
evidence of people who are said to be Communists that would lead me 
to the conclusion that they are taking their position on any questions 

n anything other than what they seem to think is the, as they would 
say, best interests of the working class of this country. 

Senator Humpnrey. In other words, then, your answer would be 
that you do not consider the Communist Party in this country to be 
subservient to the policies and decisions of a foreign government or of 
a foreign organization; is that correct ? 

Mr. Nixon. As I say, I cannot speak for the Communist Party. I 
cannot even speak as an expert on the Communist Party. I can only 
tell you that from what experience I have had with people who are 
said to be Communists, Id) not find evidence of that sort of thing. 

But I do not know exactly how this personal view of mine is rele- 

t to the argument that my union is mé aking on these questions. 
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Senator Humpurey. You are representing your union here today, 
Mr. Nixon? 

Mr. Nixon. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Humenrey. Let me ask you this further question: Do you 
feel that a union which is under the direction of or leadership of and 
management of elected officials who are non-Communists is preferable 
to a union which is under the leadership of members who are Commu- 
nists ? 

Mr. Nrxon. Well, I suppose, for example, you could be specific, You 
could say, Do you think that the union led by—— 

Senator Humrurey. That is a specific question. 

Mr. Nixon. I am going to be specific. 

Do you think that a union led by Joe Ryan, the east coast long 
shoremen, “King” Ryan, or by Ben Gold, when he was a Com- 
munist, is preferable—and in my own personal preference, I would 
take Ben Gold—— 

Senator Humpurey. I am not talking about individuals, I am 

talking about a general policy statement. Do you believe that in a 
specific plant, making critic ‘ally needed materials of a strategic nature 
vital to our national security, that a union in said plant with non 

Communist leadership is preferable to the security of our country and 
to the good of production to a union that has Communist leadership ! 

That is specific. 

Mr. Nixon. I think that is putting the question that is before this 
committee certainly in a very questionable way. It certainly does not 
run to the question of whether or not the Government should enact 
legislation or advise administrative steps depriving workers of their 
right of free choice. 

Senator Humpnrey. No; that is not the scope of the hearing. The 
hearing is on the whole matter of Communist infiltration into ‘certain 
trade-unions. . 

This committee is not prepared to make any such policy statement, 
at ast the chairman of this subcommittee is not so prepared. 

| asked the simple question, since you have gone into the whole 
statements of individuals who have appeared before the committee 
as to political strikes, as to whether or not the Communist leaders 
would use legitimate grievances and aspirations of their members to 
lead them intostrikes, which is the one made by Secretary Tobin, and 
[ asked the simple question: Do you think that a union which has 
elected officers that are non-Communists is preferable to a union that 
has elected officers that are Communists? That is the question. 

Senator Arken. You are discussing whether he thinks that leaders 
who are violating the law are preferable to those that are not violat- 
ing the law. I think there is only one answer to that, because the law 
requires them to sign an oath, does it not? 

Senator Humpnrey. It requires that they sign an oath. 

Senator Arken. And if they sign an oath and are still Communists, 
then they are perjurers. 

Senator Humpnrey. That would be the assumption. 

Senator ArkeNn. I would not think that would be a hard question. 

Mr. Nixon. I would agree, Senator Aiken, that a union led by non 
perjurers is preferable to one led by perjurers. 

Senator ArkeN. The law settles that question. It says that if they 
are Communist leaders they cannot be union officers. 
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I think there may be some significance in the fact that Western 
Europe is subject to strikes, frequent strikes which, I understand, and 
are called, at the instigation of Moscow, probably, but I do not 
believe for a minute that the strikes which are prevalent in strategic 
industry in the United States today were ever instigated 1 in Moscow. 

Senator Humenurey. No; that is not the position, Senator. I am 
not saying that and I do not think we have any such evidence that 
strikes have been politically motivated. 

| know of none at this time. I am asking only the simple question— 
not simple, but it calls for a simple answer—whether a Communist- 
dominated union is as desirable as a non-Communist organization. 
it seems to me that a man could give an answer to that question. 

Senator ArkeEN. That question has already been answered by Con- 
gress. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. I am asking Mr. Nixon’s point of view 
on this. 

Senator ArkEeN. I agree with you, that a Communist-dominated 
inion is a greater threat to the country than a non-Communist-dom- 
nated union. 

Senator Humpnrey. I asked Mr. Nixon what he thinks about that. 

Mr. Nrxon. Well, what I am trying to tell you is that the issue is to 
avoid domination by anybody. That is the first thing. I am afraid 
of any union that 1s dominated by anybody, including the Govern- 
ment 

Senator Humrurey. All right, we got that. Let us assume 

Mr. Nixon. The Communist Party, the Democratic Party, the 
(TU, the Republican Party, a company, or anybody. 

Senator Humrurey. All right, let us assume they are elected. That 
loes not mean domination. 

Mr. Nixon. That is right; it doesn’t. 

Senator Humpurey. At least, as you say, democratically elected. 
Let us assume the officers are elected and you have a choice. If you 
had the choice, you, yourself, as a trade-union man, between a union 
which has elected officials that are non-Communists and a union that 
has elected officials which are Communists, and the union is in a plant 
which is producing vitally needed materials for our defense indus- 
iries, which of the two do you think is preferable for the security of 

lis country and for the general good of our policy ? 

Mr. Nixon. If the workers have democt ratically chosén that leader- 
-lip, lam not concerned about the security of the country. Regardless 
of the situation described, I would rest on the basis that a democratic 

hoice by the workers is the best guaranty of the security of our coun- 
(ry in every possible way. 

And it is significant that in this particular range of questions you 
have to ask purely conjectural and hypothetical questions. 

Senator Humpnrey. The reason we ask the conjectural questions, 
sir, is because you disavow that certain unions are Communist-domi- 
ated. We are not putting people under oath. We have given you 
the same privileges as the others. 

Let us assume that he is elected, whether he is elected with conniv- 
ance or with all the procedural regularity that one could hope for, 

nd the result is a union operated by Communist officers. Is such a 
union preferable to one which has non-Communist officers, particu- 
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larly if these unions are in a strategic plant? That is a fair ques- 
tion. I ask you for your own person: ‘al opinion. 

You say you have been associated with the union movement for 11 
years. 

' Mr. Nixon. Longer than that. I have been associated with this 
particular union 11 years. 

Senator Humpurey. You have been here in Washington with the 
exception of a Loveaer of years in the service. I think ‘that i is a fair 
question, Mr. Nixon. It is not a question to embarrass you. 

Mr. Nixon. Y ou are not embarrassing us. 

Senator Aiken. Before he answers that question, let me see 1{ 
I got the correct interpretation of the answer he gave a few mn 
utes ago. 

Did I infer correctly that vou believe that when union labor leade: 
undertake To compel the member's to vote for an particular part 
or in any particular way force them to vote as they want them to, 
that in anv ease it is undemocratic and un-American, regardless of 
the part) ¢ Isthat what vou are trying to say / 

Mr. Nixon. That is right. And I am basing my ap proach to the 
Sita question on this, whic h you will see throughout our state 
ment: We are opposed to the domination of a wnion by anybody, 
and we are op posing in these hearings proposals to have the Gover 
ment dominate unions, or the Congress to set up measures whic 
would restrict workers in their free choice of officers and unions. 
We will argue generally that this is the best guaranty to the security 
of our country. 

When Mr. Matles talks to you he will argue specifically the impli 
cations of democracy in our organization, the lack of domination from 
any source, and what that means in the functioning of our organi 
zation, and what that means and has meant with regard to all aspects 
of the security of our country. 

Senator Arken. Has there been any attempt to put vour organ 
zation under political domination by the Communists, Democrats, « 
Republicans, or anybody else / 

Mr. Nixon. Well, Senator Aiken, we will probably. when we talk 
about our specific union experience, have to indicate the extent to 
which outside political forces have fought against us. and the extent 
to which elements of the Government and members of the Cabinet 
have injected themselves in our internal labor situation. We will 
make this clear. 

Senator A1KEeN. In a political sense / 

Mr. Nixon. I am not exactly sure what you mean by a “political 
sense.” but I would answer “Yes.” ’ 

Senator Arken. Has there been any attempt to line up your unio! 
politically mane? vour members to vote one way or another ? 

Mr. Nixon. I don’t want to steal your stuff, Jim, but one of t 
basic reasons why we got out of the CIO and had a break with the 
© lO, as you W! ill see and we will prove to you bevond any question 
of doubt, was because we refused in 1948 to line up Wi ith the C1O 
in backing President Truman in the elections of that year. And the 
resignation of our officers from the CIO-PAC led as a major factor 
to conflict with the leadership of the CIO. : 
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We took in that year a position of absolute independence for our 
union, in the political election, and we were in trouble within the 
ranks of the CLO because we did that. 

Senator Humrurey. Did you ask your members to vote for Henry 
Wallace / 

Mr. NIXON. No: we did not. 

Senator Humrnurey. The ‘Vy sponti neously did that? 

Mr. Nixon. I don’t think our members voted for Henry Wallace. 

Senator Humpnrey. Did your organization take any position in 
regard to the political parties ¢ 

Mr. Nrxon. We had a resolution in 1948 which I hope later to 
put in the record which specifically disavowed endorsement of any 
party or candidate in the 1948 elections, specifically disavowed, and 
left each member and each local and each district of our organization 
tree to do whatever they wished. 

And in your own State, as vou must know, elements of our union 
supported Truman. You know that. 

Senator Humrpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Nixon. It was true in Wisconsin, and true everywhere through- 
out the country. Others supported Wallace. And they had absolute 
freedom, and we refused to vary that independent political position 
and we ran into trouble because of it. 

Senator AIKEN. How many members do you have in Vermont ? 

Mr. MATLes. In Vermont, I would Say about » OOO~“ Senator. ap- 
proximately. 

Senator Humrnrey. All right: you may a Mr. Nixon. 

Mr. Nixon. I had completed my summary of the proposals v which 
ire in effect before this committee. It will be n a just fo summarize 
them again, that they are directed at the rights of individual workers 
in four different ways: 

Restricting the worker's free choice of his union: 

Restricting the worker's free choice of his union officers: 

Limiting the worker’s right to strike: 

And restricting the worker’s freedom of pol tical action and 
thinking. 

(pplication of these restrictions would end, for the first time in our 
history, the existence of a free and independent democratic trade-union 
movement, 

And we ask: How are these far-raching and unprecedented pro- 
posals to be evaluated ? 

Now. : as I come to ev: aluation. I must say at the outset that it is im- 
possible to evaluate the proposals outside of the sett ne, the vener: | 
setting in which the trade-union movement of the country as a whole 
finds itself at this time. 

It is simply a situation which has to be described as a general attack 

n the trade-union movement, on all liberal and progressive elements 

é. 

It is a situation in which the trade-union movement and all liberal 
forces, in a sense, have their backs against the wall. 

I think that is well stated by George M. Harrison, who just recently 
wrote an article in the Nation of June 14. Ge vorge Harrison is presi- 
dent of the railway clerks, and I think in the last election he was 

hairman of the Democratic Party’ s Labor Committee. 
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I want this to be presented as a part of the background, as we se 
it. which we think is essential to an evaluation. 

Mr. Harrison said [reading | : 

The issue, as I see it, is to check the economic royalists before they bring 
the world down around our ears. Since Franklin D. Roosevelt's death the mone, 
changers have been coming back. It is time to stop them. 


And skipping some of the words, he continues: 


The economic royalists need to be curbed because they are driving us towar 
the totalitarian state. The tremendous economic concentrations brought abou 
by the armaments program can be maintained only through forms of politica 
power which are inconsistent with normal American political life. There musi 
be concentrations of power in the state to match the concentrations of economi 
power. In other words, the state will take on a Fascist form, pretending t. 
serve all the people, but actually protecting only the concentrated wealth of 
the few. 

The trend toward the totalitarian state is only too apparent. That this is the 
way we may be headed is becoming increasingly clear by the restraints bei 
placed on labor. It is in the very nature of organized labor to resist concentra 
tions of economic power. It is in the nature of labor to criticize and to dissent 
from policies which run counter to the welfare of the people. But criticisn 
dissent, and the ordinary forms of labor activities will not be tolerated in th« 
totalitarian state. Thus, the virulent opposition of big business to the unio 
shop on the railroads and in steel is not at all surprising. Cutting down th: 
strength of labor is one very important step in the direction of controlling it. I 
is also not surprising to note the restraints being placed on ordinary constit) 
tional liberties, because it is within the framework of such liberties alone th 
free labor can exist. 

The economic royalists will, if not restrained, destroy the basis of econom 
democracy, undermine constitutional liberties, and in so doing give aid and 
comfort to the forces driving toward war and annihilation. 

The issue, as I see it, is to curb the economic royalists and give the count 
back to the people. And to do so before it is too late! 

Senator Humpnrey. What is the date of that ? 

Mr. Nrxon. June 14, 1952 

Senator Humrpurey. Mr. Harrison is a very able and experienced 
trade-union leader, and he has made a great contribution to the labo: 
movement of our country. I am happy to see him write that article, 
because those are in substance the principles for which the chairman 
of this subcommittee has fought. 

Mr. Nixon. Please understand why I quoted him, and what the 
purpose of this particular section of our statement is. 

[ am trying to say to you that, as you evaluate these far-reaching 
proposals, you have to consider them in the framework of the situa 
tion which the trade-union movement finds itself. I think Mr. Ha: 
rison has indicated significantly what that situation is. 

Phere is a tremendous drive against the labor movement. It 
not a drive that is aimed at just to what they call the left-wing unions 
You can go down the list of practically every union and find that the) 
are in tremendous difficulties and under tremendous attack, whether 
that is the Steelworkers or the Textile Workers or the Amalgamated 
Clothing Workers, or whatever it may be. There is no distinction 
being made. 

Senator Humpurey. This committee is fully aware of that, and 
we have tried within the limitations of our staff and our abilities to 
make it plain to the American people what the impact of the Taft 
Hartley law is upon the development and progress of free trade-unions 
in this country. We have made that crystal clear by printed state- 
ment and word. 
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We have likewise tried to point out the impact of the indiscrimi- 
nate use of the injunction upon the operations of legitimate trade- 
unions. 

Mr. Nixon. Senator, what I am saying to you is that the proposals 
that have been made before this committee of Government-controlled 
unions and abandonment of the traditional civil liberties in the trade- 
union movement have to be evaluated in this setting. 

Senator Humpurey. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Nixon. Not only is there a drive against the labor movement 
by employers who are interested in setting themselves up for wage 
cufs and speed-up; you have a situation of fear, of attack on civil 
rights that is of profound danger not only to the well-being of our 
country in the sense of its civil rights but I think, also, of grave dan- 
ver to its security. 

I notice that the NAACP just called 1951 “the year of the bomb.’ 

1 period in which McCarthy and McCarran are calling a lot 
nore ulus than they should be calling. It is not a theory, but it is a 
real situation. 

| have also noticed a quotation by the ——— of the Hotel and 
Restaurant Workers, Mr. Ernst, also in the Nation, in which he said: 

The fear of speaking out is the most ominous fact of life in America today. 
The virus of McCarthyism chills the heart and stills the tongue of the teacher, 
the preacher, the public servant, the editor, the union member. Ultimately this 
terrible disease destroys its victim’s resistance to a malignant growth within 
the body politice—the cancer of fascism. 


It seems to me we should ask ourselves, as we consider the proposals 
before this committee, How do they fit into this picture? How do they 


lelp us defeat this offensive of reaction ¢ 

It seems to me all that has to be noted as these proposals are brought 
before the Congress is that they are brought before a Congress in 
which labor cannot have great confidence, and of which labor must 
have fear. 

The fight made against the vicious and nazilike MeCarran-Walter 

ill finds itself in a situation where only 68 out of 435 Members of the 
Hous stood up to vote against it on its initial passage. 

Mr. Barsasn. There is one point I would like for the record, and 
that is this: Suppose, for the sake of this discussion, we agree about 
the drift of economic trends. But having agreed on the drift - 
economic trends, does it mean that this committee is not engaged i 
studying a bona fide problem ? 

For example, let me quote a little observation by Willard Shelton 
| reading | : 

For a democracy to study whether its security is jeopardized by Communist 
lealership of key unions, and what, within the limits of our Constitution, should 
be done for self-protection is not Red-baiting. 

Is that a legitimate subject of inquiry by a committee of the Con- 
gress? Should we study as to whether there is a possibility that Com- 
munist-dominated unions constitute a threat to national security? Is 
there any presumption whatsoever that that might be the case, and 
that we have the responsibility to investigate this question ? 

Mr. Nixon. My presumption would be, as you select things that you 
need to go into, that the danger in this country is the use of Red-bait- 
ing, and this hysteria to create a road for further attack on civil rights 
of the people and on the rights of the labor movement. 
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And that is what needs to be investigated. 

[am appalled at the thought of introduci ing union-control proposals 
into the hands of this Congress. I feel that would be like a woma 
with a child in her arms who meets a gorilla with mad eyes and blood 
fangs, and the mother says to the gorilla, “Here, hold my child. T want 
to scratch my back.” 

That is what you are doing when you give this child of the labo: 
movement, the heart of the labor movement, its free rights, into the 
hands of a Congress that has demonstrated complete disregard for tlx 
rights of labor, and complete disregard for the basic civil rights of 
the people. 

Senator Humrurey. But, Mr. Nixon, this committee and this sub 
mittee has not demonstrated such a character. The proposals of t] 
committee, I grant you, and its subcommittee does not have a great 
deal of influence in this Congress. 

But it seems to me that it should be quite salutary to the trade-unio 
movement and the people who believe in civil liberties and freedom In 
this country that a committee consisting of 13 members that has dem 
onstrated again and again its high regard for civil liberties and 
legitimate rights and the preservation of the labor movement should 
listen to proposals and hear proposals which are being made anyhow 

‘These proposals are going to be made some place. They are in the 
minds of people. And J feel that it is our obligation as the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committees to listen to these complaints and these 
proposals and these suggestions, 

We feel that we are capable of being able to differentiate betwee) 
these proposals which are evil and which would be antidemocrat 
which would be detrimental to the legitimate rights of free workers to 
organize freely and to exercise their rights ot collective barg@aini v 
and representation, 

But I think Mr. Barbash has posed a very serious question, and ] 
think that question ought to be restated, because we investigate many 
subjects here, and we do not investigate just for the love of investiga 
tion. Lam not one of these political fishermen. We feel that we have 
an obligation to investigate for the purposes of either clarifying the 
law, checking up and seeing how the present law is FERSENE, | Ol 
mending the law, or ee on the administrative aspects of « 
Government to see whether or not they are abusing their prerogatives 

administrators, or whether Ged are failing in their prerogatives as 
administrators. 

Those are the legitimate functions of a committee such as this. 

Now, the question that Mr. Barbash asks, is, I think, a very simp| 
one. [mean it is one that can be answered yes or no, 

Is it a ‘for a democracy or a committee of the Government to 
study whether its security is jeopardized by Communist leadership of 
key unions, and what within the limits of our Constitution should be 
done for self-protection? Is this a proper thing for a committee to 
investigate, and if it is proper, do you consider this “Red baiting,” © 
' his a legitimate function of a committee ? 

Mr. Nixon. Obviously, you cannot have any categorical objection to 
t, to any investigative or legislative function by a committee, but you 
can have an evaluation—— 

Senator Humpurey. Indeed. 


, ; 
ao vou consider 1 
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Mr. Nixon. Of whether or not you selected the question that most 
needed to be looked into and whether or not you pose the question ina 
way that conformed with the real dangers that the people of the 
country face, and whether or not in the reports and the hearings you 
followed a course designed to lessen the dangers to the labor movement, 
rather than to increase them. 

Senator Humphrey, I, of course, do not agree with what you have 
done. Ithink you wrongly posed the wrong question. 

Senator Humpnrey. I respect your 1 right to disagree. I feel very 
much like Voltaire, that even though I may not agree with a word that 
you say, I respect your right to say it, and that is why you have been 
permitted to come before this committee. 

You have all the privileges of a citizen to appear before this com- 
mittee of Congress. 

Mr. Nixon. Lam a citizen. 

Senator Humpnrey. You have a right to come before your Congress. 
You have a right to come before your officers of Government. 

Mr. Nrxon. I have been here and done so for 13 years, and I hope I 
can do so many years more, 

Senator Humpnrey. I imagine you will. 

This committee has been under considerable attack by your organ- 
ization, and whether or not it is a legitimate function 

Mr. Nixon. And vice versa 

Senator Humpnurey. And vice versa, all right—and I ask whether 
or not it is a legitimate function for this committee to investigate 
Communist infiltration into trade-unions. Tmust say that our assump- 
tion for this investigation is based upon the fact that, at least insofar 
as the chairman of the subcommittee is concerned, he has looked upon 
communism, international communism, as the major conspiratorial 
force in the world today to destroy human freedom. That is the 
assumption on which the subcommittee chairman works. I speak for 
no others. 

Therefore, if I work on that assumption—and that was fully dis- 
cussed and it was unanimously agreed to—if that is the assumption, 
then is it legitimate for a committee of the Congress for Members 
of the Congress that have taken an oath to uphold the Constitution 
to investigate the subject matter, the whole area of communism and 
its relationship to the trade-union movement? Is it, or is it not? 

Mr. Nixon. This is sort of an exercise of logic. If we accept the 
assumption which you made as to what is the major danger, then 
your conclusion follows. I would not accept that assumption. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is again a difference of opinion. I was 
very candid with you to give you what I thought was the major 
danger. 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humrurey. And, of course, I would be prepared to defend 
that assumption. I do not think it is an assumption; I think it is an 
obvious fact. 

Mr. Barsasu. I think it could hardly be said that the author of this 
piece, Willard Shelton, or the publication, the Nation, would be called 
Red baiters. I shall read the whole quotation : 

For a democracy to study whether its security is jeopardized by Communist 
eadership on key unions and what, within the limits of our Constitution should 


one for self-protection is not “Red baiting.” 
994845205 
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Mr. Maries. Who is this Mr. Shelton? I —— heard of him. 

Mr. Barsasu. Shelton is a writer for the Nation, and I do not en 
dorse the Nation, nor do I endorse Mr. Shelton, but I am saying, from 
the point of view of the Nation and Shelton, I think it is significan: 
that this is the interpretation which they put on the Humphrey sub 
committee, that it is not engaged in “Red baiting.” 

Senator Humpnrey. I would not worry about whether somebod\ 
calls it that, or not. 

Mr. Barrnasnu. Neither am I. 

Senator Humpnrey. I have never been classified as one of thos 
people. I have been Red baited myself. 

Mr. Nixon. I want to come to the specific portion which I will try 
to go over quickly, of the proposals. 

Senator Humpurey. You are now on what page of your statement 

Mr. Nixon. I am now on page 9, sir. 

Senator Humenrey. Thank you. 

Mr. Nixon. The first point I made was that these considerations, 
about which I think there is a substantial amount of agreement i: 
terms of the danger of attack on labor, attack on civil rights, free 
doms that they must lie in the background of any realistic ‘and effe 
tive evaluation of a specific proposal. 

Senator Humpurey. I am fully aware of that. Let me tell you 
that it was with trepidation and a concerned mind and heart that we 
entered upon these hearings, because I want never to aid those who 
promiscuously brand people and promiscuously undermine the lib 
erties of our people. I felt that because of the nature of the work 
of this subcommittee and of the background of its individual members. 
members like Senator Murray of Montana, Senator Hill, of Alabama, 
Senator Douglas, of Illinois, Senator Pastore, of Rhode Island, Sen 
ator Neely, of West Virginia, Senator Morse, of Oregon, Senato: 
Aiken, of Vermont, Senator Ives, of New York, Senator Smith, of 
New Jersey, Senator Nixon, of California, and Senator Taft, of Ohio, 

I felt that the majority of those members would surely be full; 
aware of the civil liberties aspects involved and would pay due def 
erence to that. 

Mr. Nixon. On the first set of proposals, to deprive workers of the 
right to choose their own union for purposes of collective bargaining, 
we have prefaced our section here by a quotation from Dr. Robert L y, 
Director of the German Labor Front; it says: 

It is the will of the Fuehrer that outside of the German Labor Front no other 
organization (whether of workers or of employers) is to exist. 

Our position is that we feel in the UE and we are sure that is the 
position of the great majority of the labor movement, that no one but 
the working people of America has any right or qualification to deter 
mine for the workers of our country what unions they shall have, what 
demands they shall make, what settlements they shall accept, or what 
policies they shall pursue in the interests of their membership. 

Mr. Barpasu. What if one union, Mr. Nixon, decides that it will not 
admit Negroes tomembership? Is that a choice which should be per 
mitted, by a majority choice, an overwhelming choice? Does the Go 
ernment have an interest in that choice? 

Mr. Nixon. I think the Government has an interest in that choice 

Mr. Barnasn. Should it say that no union can make that choice / 
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Mr. Nixon. I don’t quite know what to say to that. I am in full 
support of actions against any discrimination, you know, and we 
have fought and we do fight against it. I am not sure that action in 
that direction, in enforcement of lack of civil liberties, is exactly com- 
parable to enforcement of civil liberties in a union. 

The reason I hesitate is because there is a question that follows from 
your question, and that is, Shouldn’t the Government enforce democ- 
racy ina union? T have heard that asked, and I have heard indus- 
trialists propose they are going to force free elections. 

Mr. Barnasu. My question is directed purely to this single ques- 
tion. Don’t impute to me—— 

Mr. Nixon. I think about the next question that is coming, you 
know, and I am disturbed about any kind of injection of Gov ernment 
domination or Government control on the democratic affairs of : 
ul ion. 

Senator Humpnrey. Do you then disagree with the proposal in the 
fair employment practices bill which was reported out of this com- 
mittee, that the Government will see to it that there is no discrimina- 
tion in the unions, even if the union says there shall be no Negroes or 
no Protestants or no Catholics? 

Mir. Nixon. We testified in support on that. 

Mr. Maries. I believe the interests of the United States and the 
executive branch of the Government has the responsibility of seeing 
that the Constitution of the United States and the Bill of Rights are 
not violated. The question that Mr. Barbash asks is definitely in that 
category. It is not a question as to whether you have the right or 
- ther the Government of the United States has the right and has 

e obligation to the extent that any section of our society violates 
th it; it is the responsibility of the Government to see that it is not 
done. 

Mr. Barsasu. All right, then, there is no such thing as the majority 
of a union or any organization doing things which are ce ontrary to pub- 
lic policy; is that right 

Mr, Marues. When a union legislates to permit everybody to be a 
member of that union, irrespective of race, creed, color, or political 
belief, it is upholding the Constitution of the United States. And if 
; ey try to violate it, the violation should be handled by the Govern 

it the same as with anyone else. 

Senator Humpurey. Not at all, according to what Mr. Nixon 


. Maries. That is what we are fighting for here, the right to 
an lit everyone in our membership and admit everyone in our con- 
stitution to run for office. If we are the subject matter of a violation 
of law, an individual member of a union should not be treated any 
(ifferently than a violation of it by anybody else, by Mr. Boulware 
of General Electric, or : anybody. 

Senator Humpnurey. We are not going to get into him. 
| Mr. Maries. I am certainly going to get into him. I don’t mean 
him personally. 

Senator Humprnurey. The question is whether or not the Govern- 
nent of the United States has a right to set certain standards, whether 
or not it has a right to inject itself into some activities of labor 
organizations. 
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Mr. Mart es. If they are in violation of the Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights, then they should be handled the same way as any 
section of our society, including the employers. 

Mr. Barsasu. Mr. Matles, it gets down to this question, What js 
the extent of Government intervention ? 

Mr. Mattes. No. 

Mr. Barsasu. In some instances Government intervention in fair 
employment practices is appropriate, as witnessed by the fact that 
the UE said it is supporting Senator Humphrey’s bill to make it an 
unfair practice for a union to discriminate against Negroes. 

In other instances, you may disagree. There is no basic principle 
you are committing yourself to. 

Mr. Maries. We are permitting a departure from the principles 
of before the Civil War. We have permitted a departure for years 
now. We are trying to catch up in small measure on it. That 1s the 
Civil War that the people of the United States won. 

I do not see how you can make a comparison between the two. 

Senator Humpnrey. It depends upon whether or not you believe 
that a member of the Communist Party owes his loyalty to the 
United States. 

Mr. Mattes. I am going to discuss that in detail. 

Senator Humpnurery. I think that is the question. 

Mr. Mattes. I am fully anxious to discuss that, sir. 

Mr. Nixon. Well, the point that we have taken, and I am not sure 
that that point you suggest with regard to racial discriminations 
is in any degree a qualification of our position that nobody but the 
workers in a union should run their union and decide who should 
be their officers and what union they should have, and so forth. 

Senator Humrnurey. I do not suppose that you would want to 
deny Government of the United States to do something about cleaning 
out outright corruption in a union if need be to protect the public 
interest, would you? 

Mr. Nixon. That is why I anticipated this question. You remem- 
ber when I talked about it in the first place. You run into a dangerous 
line of thinking where you say, “We will have the Government take 
over the ILA on the east coast”, or 

Senator Humpnrery. Not take it over. 

Mr. Nixon. Well, go in, and you are not going to clean out Joe 
Ryan without taking over that union. 

Senator Humpurey. You do not have the Government take over 
a tavern if you arrest a hoodlum. 

Mr. Nixon. You do not arrest hoodlums on the water front in the 
east coast because the hoodlums are in the leadership of that union. 

Obviously, if you are just talking about action by a person, the 
there is no question. ‘That does not matter what he is. Then you 
go and get him 

gut we are talking about something else, and our position is that 
that is a dangerous road to start traveling. 

Senator Humpiurey. We have cleared the point that insofar as 
any clear and present danger or action is concerned—— 

Mr. Nixon. ‘There is no question about it. 

Senator Humpnrey. You agree that the Government has an obliga 
tion to take all precautionary steps and take remedial action. The 
only other question—! ot the only other, but one other question : 
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whether or not the organization which may be under the leadership 
of or directed by or dominated by Communist Party members should 
be subject to any legislative or administrative or public policy posi- 
tion or control. That i is the issue that this committee has been talk- 
ing about a great deal. 

Mr. Nixon. And the dilemma at the moment that we are e supposed 
to be presented with is that that is comparable to elimination of Jim 
Crow practices in unions. 

Mr. Barpsasn. Yes. 

Mr. Nixon. I do not think it is. 

Senator Humpnrey. You see, the people who are against FEPC 
use the same argument you have used a while ago. They say, “Look, 
if I am running a drug store and I do not want to serve Negroes or 
Indians, that is my business. It is my drug store; I own it, and I 
am the boss. I hire the people, I buy the merchandise, and I pay 
the rent.” 

Or there is the man who owns a factory, or a group of stockholders 
who may get together and set a policy s saying that, “We are only 
going to employ second-generation Americans.’ 

That is a group of stockholders. They “seal the investment; they 
set the policy; they elect the management; and it is a duly elected 
management, and they set the policy. 

Does the Government of the United States have a right to say, 
“You cannot just employ second-generation Americans; you are going 
to open your gates and you are going to employ people on a non- 
discriminatory. basis”? 

In other words, when we are opening up the gates, when we are 
extending the principle of democracy, the Government has a right 
to interfere. 

Now, the question is: Does the Government have the right to inter- 
fere when it is a belief of the Government and those who represent 
the Government and those who represent the people, that an organi- 
zation has within it persons who would jeopardize the security of 
the state, and therefore the Government should have a right to step 
inand interfere? I think that is the proposition. 

Mr. Nixon. I think we are making clear our position on all of these 
proposals. 

Senator Humpurey. Proceed. 

Mr. Nixon. I just cannot help but feel that the sort of logical test 
that is applied here which would equate what you have suggested, 
and the action of the Government to enforce the Constitution with 
regard to equal rights, is comparable. And certainly, if you look 
at the actual area in which unions operate in the history of the trade- 
union movement, and the struggle of unions and the struggles of 
workers who build their organization and to maintain a militant and 
effective organization, you will find that the only guaranty in the 
actual economic area in which they operate—that is what we are talk- 
ing about—is to have democratic control of their own organization 
and to have a situation in which the workers have the right to do 
their own choosing, their own policy making, and their right to 
make their own decisions. 

Now, it is argued sometimes that—— 

“ — Houmpnrery. That is a strong argument which many make, 

r. Nixon. 
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Mr. Nixon. It is argued sometimes in extenuation of the proposa|s 
to establish political control over the labor movement that it 1s not 
intended to outlaw many, but only just a few unions. 

Once it is established that the Government can set up categories 
of outlawed unions and officially approved unions, any union desir ing 
to maintain its status on the approved list must conform in polic) 
and program to the rules that politicians and employers establish, 
and you have started down a road from which it is very, very difficult 
to turn back. 

I would like to try to finish this section Iam on. I have just con 
mented on the dangerous implications. I think some of the extreme 
proposals by General Electric and Westinghouse indicate the 
dangerous potential in the control proposals. 

Senator Humpurey. We had intended to ask Mr. Boulware sonx 
thing about his proposals. 

Mr. Nixon. I want to say that I feel that the position taken b) 
Mr. Haywood on behalf of the C1O before this committee with regari| 
to specific controls was significant and principled. 

I do not want to be unfair to Mr. Haywood, and everyone wil! 
recognize the antagonism that we have, and, of course, the tremendous 
differences that we have. I do not want to hang onto his coattails in 
any degree. The fact remains that the statement of Mr. Haywood on 
behalf of the CIO to you in which he characterizes this as Govern 
ment licensing of unions, and as thought control, and expressing the 
strong opposition of the CIO, is an important and principled position 
on this matter. 

I think you must evaluate the proposal of Mr. Carey of the IUE 
light of Mr. Haywood’s testimony, because while there was a tre 
mendous effort made by Mr. Carey to indicate no disagreement. with 
CIO and to hang this on an artificial hook of either one of the: 
being for legislation, the fact of the matter is apparent as you read 
the testimony, that there is a fundamental difference of opinion within 
the CIO between Mr. Carey’s position and that of Mr. Murray and 
Mr. Haywood. 

It is significant that Mr. Haywood felt constrained to disassociate 
himself from the proposals to extend the Government administrativ: 
or executive procedure in - field. 

If you look again at Mr. Carey’s proposal you will see why. You 
will recall that the IUE meetin is to have, under the Defense Depar' 
ment through the Munitions Board by a majority board of vote of a 
group of three, the designation of a union as Communist-dominated, 
and then it is to be proscribed generally, in effect. 

Senator Humpurey. In certain specific cases. He set out those 
certain specific circumstances. 

Mr. Nixon. If you will recall, I said that what I think he called 
“rare and special” is dishonestly presented to you because it actual!) 
would be the general situation. 

But look for a moment at a proposal for a majority vote of a grou 
of three, industry, procurement officers, and labor. Assume for the 
moment that the labor people might be in opposition. You have i1 
dustry and you have the procurement agencies, and what do you have 
in the procurement agencies? You have had in the Sen: ate, year after 

‘ar, reports from your Small Business Committees, criticizing th: 
aa urement agencies of the Government for their bias and favor of 
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big business—not just that they are for business, but they are for big 
business. 

The Amalgamated Clothing Workers are, I know, in a major 
campaign against the procurement agencies of the Government for 
what they consider to be prejudic ial actions against their organiza- 
tions, destroying their organizations. This is going on as “of the 
moment—as of the moment that Mr. Carey came in here to propose 
to give to industry and the procurement agencies the right to say 
what union is pure and what is not, what union can live and what can- 
not live. And I tell you, Senator Humphrey, this is a fundamentally 
different position than that presented by the CIO, and certainly that 
presented by us. As you said, it is a unique position, and it 1s well 
unique, and [ think it will remain unique, because presented in the 
guise of national security it is a proposal that is not interested in se- 
curity, but is crawling to the Government, hoping that they will 
rescue them in their internal fights, which is something that they 
cannot accomplish by an appeal ‘to the workers involved, in spite of 
all the special advantages in these times of hysteria that they have. 

[ think you must consider that very carefully, and we think that 
this is one of the most shocking, irresponsible statements ever made 
to the Congress, and please believe me, this is a considered statement 
on our part, and we urge you to give it the most careful consideration. 

Now, I just want to make one further point in connection with this. 
You open this door, and the room is a very large room. Comment 
has already been made about the irresponsible statements of the Gen- 
eral Electric Co., charging that the UAW, the I. A. of M., the IBEW, 
and IUE are just as much help to Joe Stalin as if these union officials 
were, in fact, Communist agents. 

The MeGraw-Hill Corp. has got a full-page ad condemning the 
steel workers and calling them subversive in the papers because of 
their action with regard to the steel strike. 

Senator Humrurey. I took care of that one day in the Senate. They 
took care of me later on, but we understand that problem. 

Mr. Nixon. Please understand the point I am making, that once 
you open this door we do not have to wait to see where it would lead. 
\lready, before the door is open, when there is just a little crack in 
t, and we find industrial forces that have always fought the trade- 
nlon movement moving beyond the fur workers and the UE and 
the longshoremen, and so on, to create the basis for their actions 
igainst every single trade-union that stands up against them in any 
regard. And the point we make on this, sir, is a very simple one: That 
the only guaranty of protection for the trade-union movement in 
\merica is that control of those unions rests with the membership, 
and that to propose through legislative proposals or through admin- 
-trative or executive proposals, to substitute for the untrammeled 
ind uncompromised control of the membership, some kind of con- 
trol and censorship by a Government body is to destroy the basic 
foundations of the free trade-unions of America, the only thing upon 
vhich the potential of that movement to protect the wages and work- 

ng conditions of this membership is based. 

That is why we feel so strongly against this particular proposal. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you say that the Government of the 
United States did not have a right to have a loyalty program, or that 
t was abusing the privileges of civil liberty to protect itself from 
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those who threaten the security of the country or, at least, in the be 
lief of the Government, could threaten the security of the country 4 

Mr. Nixon. The section after the next in my statement is one which 
has to do with the question of political views. I make my position 
perfectly clear there. 

Senator Humpurey. Political views alone are one thing. 

Mr. Nixon. That is right. 

Senator Humrurey. Political views which lead to a particular type 
of political action is another thing. 

Political views held by people who discuss those views and act upon 
them in terms of voting, is one thing; but political views that are 
held by people who use ‘them for purpose of espionage, for purposes 
of p: assing along vital information, is yet another thing. 

We in the free world, those of us who believe in democ racy, have 
a terrible dilemma facing us—the sometimes divergent seeds of civil 
rights and security precautions. 

Does the Government of the United States have a right to protect 
itself from conspiratorial activity ? 

Now, this is what we are up against. We are not dealing with just 
members of the Kiwanis Club; we are not dealing with just plain 
Democrats or Republicans, who have loyalties to f umilies and to their 
church and to their fraternal orders and to other friends and other 
things; we are dealing with a problem wherein people have a com 
pelling, overwhelming loyalty to one program, to one ideology, to 
one faith. 

Now, what do we do about this particular problem? In other words, 
the normal procedures which have been used on the basis of normal 
activity of people, political activity, seem not to apply. This is the 
problem that the free world faces, the problem that freemen face. 

Mr. Nixon. We have an answer to that. As far as our union is 
concerned, and as far as these individuals are concerned, we are 
opposed to sabotage or espionage in any form by anybody, ’ whether 
it is industrial or corporate executives or a political person, Republi 

can, Democrat, Communist, or whatever else he may be, and we pro 
pose to handle this by a government of laws against such actions. 

We think that the laws exist, as has been demonstrated, to protect 
ourselves from such actions. 

Mr. Barsasu. Do you support these laws, Mr. Nixon? 

Mr. Nixon. Of course, we support laws to protect our country 
against any action conspiratorial or otherwise, that is action of § sabo- 
tage or espionage against our country. That is the position of our 
union, without any qualific ation. That is a vast difference— 

Senator Humrurey. Do you consider the Communist Party to be 

. part of an international network or do you consider it to be an 
valine nous political organization within the United States ? 

Mr. Nixon. I accept the fact that in spite of all the desire in the 
world, the Government has never been able to demonstrate the sig- 
nificant connection between the American Communist Party and 
foreign Communist combinations. 

And that it was necessary for the Government, when they put the 
11 Communists on trial, to not make the charge that you have sug 
gested, but to rest their case solely on the question of advocacy of their 
ideas, 2 position which, I understand, you condemn and which your 
organization, the Americans for Democratic Action also condemn. 
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Senator Humpnurey. I did not condemn the decision of the court on 
the 11 Communists. 

Mr. Nixon. I said the position. You condemned the Smith Act. 

Senator Humpnrey. I do not condemn the action of the court. 

Mr. Nixon. That is all right. I understand the distinction you 
make. But what Iam saying involves condemnation of the Smith Act. 

Senator Humpnrey. What I am saying is that the Communist force 
in the world has posed an entirely new problem to those who believe 
in the government of law and those who believe in constitutional lib- 
erties. It has posed a problem of a type of conspiratorial force 
which has a sub rosa network that operates in nation after nation 
without any regard to national boundaries or national origin or na- 
tionality or state. And it is this problem which is confronting one 
country after another. It is this problem to which the World Federa- 
(ion of Trade Unions leadership referred when Mr. Frachon called 
— Communist members all over the world to sabotage, to weaken, 

ind to limit production and the western defense program. 

Now there is a great correlation between the policy line taken by 
the Kremlin and the policy line taken by certain organizations, and 
this correlation is not only obvious, but it is precise. When the policy 
changes, it changes here and it changes there, all around the world. 

Now, how does that happen? Is this just coincidence? Is it just 
the people all at once discover these thoughts on the same day, al- 
most on the same hour? There have been times when the Daily 
Worker has been a day behind in following up the Communist Party 
line and then scurried into conformity. 

There is such a thing as the Communist Party line, is there not, 
Mr. Nixon. 

Mr. Nixon. Let me see if I understand what you are saying. 

Is this what you are saying: 

There is now existing a growing and menacing world Communist movement, 
the basic objective of which is to overthrow systems of free, representative, self- 
government in those countries where they still survive, and to establish in lieu 
thereof Communist totalitarian dictatorships? 

Senator Humpurey. That is exactly what I am saying. You are 

‘ading from the McCarran bill. 

Mr. Nrxon (reading) : 

The establishment of a totalitarian dictatorship in any country results in the 
ruthless suppression of all opposition to the party in power, the complete subor- 
dination of the rights of individuals to the state—— 

Senator Humpurey. That is a matter of historical fact. 

Mr. Nixon. This does not happen to be the McCarran bill. It is 
H. R. 9271, introduced by Mr. Rankin, July 31, 1950. 

Senator Humrpnrery. Mr. Rankin can be right to that extent. The 
substantive provisions of the measures he advocates are something else 
ugain, 

Mr. Nixon. You be right with him. 

Senator Humpurry. All I am saying is that history indicates that 
the Communist Party, wherever it has taken over, has suppressed 
civil liberties, has established a police state, has done away with the 
lemocratic freedoms; that is the record. 

Can you name me one country where the Communist Party has 

n over that civil liberties have been maintained, or where free- 
inns survives ? 
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Mr. Nrxon. In your country and my country we have a danger to 
civil liberties right today. 

Senator Humpnurey. 1 mean—I do not want to— 

Mr. Nixon. That is what I am concerned about. 

Senator Humpnurey. I am concerned about that, too, but I am not 
going to close my mind or my eyes to an ever-present danger. 

I ask the simple question again: . 
Can you name me any country where the Communist Party ha; 
taken over, that civil liberties have been maintained, freedom of elec 
tions has been preserved, and democratic institutions have prevailed 
Can you name me one country’ Is there any such country? We 
have a wide variety. 

Mr. Nixon. We all understand the situation as it occurred follow 
ing the developments in the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, and China, 

I certainly do not say they conform to what we see as our demo 
cratic way of living. 

Senator Humeurey. I could go into that too, sir. 

Mr. Nixon. This is what you are saying—— 

Senator Humpnrey. I am asking you: Can you name me one coun 
try where the Communist Party has become the governing party, 
where it has taken over by military force or by political chicanery or 
political conspiracy, that the democratic principles have been pre 
served? Can you name me one country ? 

Mr. Nixon. No; not in the sense we see them in our country 

Senator HumpnHrey. Can you name me one country where com 
munism has taken over where there is trade-unionism / 

Mr. Mattes. The CIO says the Soviet Union has trade-unions. 

Senator Humpnrey. If they say that, I am not beholden to the 
views of the CIO or anybody else. What I am asking for is the his 
torical facts of today. 

Mr. Maries. They sent a delegation there headed by Mr. Carey, 
and I will leave this little required reading for you. Far be it from 
me to be guided by anything Mr. Carey says one way or the other. 

Senator Humpnrey. Without your personal references to M) 
Carey, do you believe that there is any such freedom in Soviet cou 
tries ? 

Mr. Maries. I would be very glad to discuss that subject when | 
appear before you. I do not like to discuss it, you know, out of con 
text, or anything else. 

Senator Humenrey. I think if I were to discuss the fact of whethe: 
today is Friday or Thursday you would be able to answer the que- 
tion, would you not? It is Friday, is it not? 

Mr. Mattes. Sure. 

Senator Humpnrey. I ask you the question: Where the Communis' 
Party takes over, does freedom live? Are the unions free? Do they 
have free elections? Do they have the right to bargain freely? Do 
they have the right to strike? Do they have free political election: 
in the states? That isa fair question. Do they? 

Mr. Mattes. I will formulate my answer to you when I see you 

Senator Humpnrry. It is pretty obvious you want time to think 
that over. 

Mr. Mar ies. No; I have thought it over very seriously. 

Senator Humpurey. What is your answer? 
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Mr. Martes. I believe in answering questions by documenting, and 
in order to document my answer, I need time, sir. I have been before 
committees, and I am not in the habit of answering “Yes” or “No.” 

Senator Humpurey. You are not under oath here. 

Mr. Marves. I am not talking about an oath, I am talking about 
intelligent answers, not about oaths. I know how one can require 
an intelligent answer by formulating a question and saying “That 
is easy, yes or no,” and you answer. That is just undermining any 
possibility of an intelligent answer, in my opinion. 

Mr. Barpasu. Say you give it five sentences, Mr. Matles, without 
“Yes” or “No.” 

Mr. Maries. That is a cruel way of formulating freedom of speech. 
My concept of freedom of speech is different than ‘that. 

Senator Humpurey. The central issue is whether or not the Com- 
munist Party when it gains control of an organization, or a state or 
an institution, practices those same liberties “which it asks for itself 
as it seeks control. 

Mr. Nrxon. That may be the central issue somewhere but it is not 
the central issue here. ‘The central issue here is: What is the position 
of this committee going to be with regard to preservation of existing 
freedom in the American trade-union movement ? 

Senator Humpnrey. That is against immediate and present danger. 

Mr. Nixon. Against anything—that is the issue. 

Senator Humrurey. And that is the issue that we shall surely 
weigh in the balance, and upon which we hope to make a very judicial 
id, may I say, sound decision. 

Mr. Nixon. We would all hope you would do that. 

Mr. Barsasu. I vag also, I think for the record, Mr. Chairman, 
indicate that since Mr. Nixon has quoted Mr. Haywood on legislative 
proposals, the CIO News in an editorial on March 24 says—and I am 
quoting now: 


| 


The problem of protecting the rights of free democratic unionism in America, 
while at the same time checking the spread of Communist infiltration in labor, 
is one that requires serious and constant consideration. Thus the Senate Labor 
Subcommittee, headed by Liberal Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, Democrat, of 
Minnesota, is performing a valuable service in its current hearings on this 
subject. 

Mr. Nixon. We are aware of that position. I would say we would 
look with a great deal of interest on the position taken by the chairman 
and by the committee as a whole, as he weighs the position taken by 
Carey and the position taken by Haywood on this question. 

Senator Humrurey. Those positions are going to be given very 
serious consideration. I have listened very attentively to Mr. Hay- 
wood and I asked him some questions. I listened to Mr. Carey and 
asked him some questions. ‘This committee is not in the position of 
prejudging this testimony. You brought out many points ae today, 
Mr. Nixon, which are going to be given very serious ee by 
lis committee. Even ‘though I may disagree with the general philos- 
ophy at times of those who are the authors of these posit ions, I c lieve 
: ey should be weighed, and I think they should be judged as un- 
bi: asedly as possible in light of the necessity of protecting basic demo- 
cratie freedoms and civil liberties, and also in the light ‘of the nature 
of the problem which besets this country and this world. 
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And it is a serious problem, one that is bringing great fear, great 
suffering, a great bur fie to millions and billions of people the world 
over. And it would be a dereliction of public duty if we ignored the 
problem. 

I think that we shall recess now, Mr. Nixon. If you want I will 
have Mr. Barbash get in touch with Mr. Matles or you, Mr. Nixon, to 
provide an opportunity for you to complete your testimony. 

Mr. Nixon. I just want to say that we wish you luck this afternoon. 
We have sent on our part telegrams to all Senators and Congressmen 
on the McCarran-Walter bill, and we hope that you are suc cessful. 

Senator Humrurey. The committee is in recess. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m. the committee recessed subject to the 
call of the chairman.) 





COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS AND NATIONAL 
SECURITY 


TUESDAY, JULY 8, 1952 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Lasor AnD Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the Old 
Supreme Court Room, the Capitol, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present : Senator Humphrey. 
Also present: Jack Barbash, staff director; and Merton C. Bern- 
stein, subcommittee counsel. 
Senator Humpnurey. The committee will come to order. 
Mr. Boulware, will you take a seat there at the witness table? Do 
you have a prepared statement ¢ 


STATEMENT OF LEMUEL R. BOULWARE, VICE PRESIDENT, GEN- 


ERAL ELECTRIC CO., NEW YORK, N. Y., ACCOMPANIED BY WIL- 
LIAM J. BARRON, ESQ, LABOR RELATIONS COUNSEL, AND 
GEORGE H. PFEIF, MANAGER OF UNION RELATIONS, GENERAL 
ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Boutware. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Boulware, as you know, this is a rather 
unusual time for a committee of the Congress to be holding hearings, 
the day after we have adjourned. We have had an exchange of cor- 
respondence with you, and I was checking with Mr. Barbash here 
and I believe he discussed with some of your representatives the mat- 
ter of rescheduling your appearance here. 

Mr. Boutware. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. Because it was somewhat disadvantageous for 
you to comeon July 1, as I recall it. 

Mr. Boutware. You were very kind to let us appear here today. 

Senator Humpurey. | wanted you to appear personally. I regret 
that my colleagues could not be present. I guess I am the only one 
foolish enough to stay on an extra day, but I am very hap ypy to be here 
to get your testimony and complete the t testimony of other witnesses. 

Now. I am going to ask you to proce eed ace ordi ng to your own light 
and to either read your statement or to paraphrase it and place the 
whole statement in the record and discuss it with us orally. Do as 
you please. In other words, this is your opportunity to discuss this 
as you wish. 


391 
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Mr. Boutwarr. Thank you very much, sir. Could you give us some 
idea of the time situation, Senator? We can take all day or we could 
stay all week, we are at your service. 

Senator Humpurey. I cannot stay all week, unless you want to go 
out and make amends with my wife. 

Mr. Boutware. No, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. There are four little Humphreys and a wife 
waiting to get in the car and go to Minnesota and they are becoming 
more impatient by the hour. So I will tell you what we will do. 
Why do we not just proceed this morning and see how it works out. 
The regular time would be up to about 12 o’clock noon, but I will 
not worry about that. I have never been a clock watcher, so we wil! 
go right ahead. 

Mr. Boutware. We will try to do that. On the time element, if we 
could have about an hour to get our statement in from our prepared 
material, then we will skip around. We have some more material 
coming, and we wili skip around that. If we could take about an hour 
to try to develop an res ev record we would prefer to do that. 

Senator Humpnrey. You will be given just that opportunity. 

Mr. Boutware. That is fine. We believe all the questions which 
you will find interesting will be taken care of. I want to say in open- 
ing that our approach here is very serious. 

Mr. Barsasu. Will you identify yourself for the record, please? 

Mr. Boutware. My associate on my left is Mr. George H. Pfeif, who 
is manager of union relations for the company, and on my right is 
Mr. W. J. Barron, who is our labor-relations counsel for the company. 

Senator Humenurey. Go right ahead, Mr. Boulware. 

Mr. Boutware. We think this is a very serious problem, although, 
as we have indicated, we do not think there is any crisis here, but we 
think it ought to be taken care of. We are also very serious about 
the misrepresentations that we feel have been made before your com 
mittee. 

Senator Humpurey. That is why I wanted you to have an oppo: 
tunity to come here and testify. 

Mr. Boutware. That is right, and we welcomed that opportunity. 

Senator Humpurey. By the way, you did get a copy of all of the 
testimony of all those who preceded you that made any reference to 
your company ¢ 

Mr. Boutware. We did of the IUE, but we have not gotten a cop) 
of the UE simply because we were not asked to testify on that. But 
if you have any questions on that, we will tell you what we can from 
our memory; and if you want something more definitive prepared on 
which we can be sure of the facts, we will prepare it and send it to you 

Senator Humrpnrey. That will be fine. 

Mr. Boutware. Our approach here, despite the charges that hav: 
been made, is going to try to be as calm and unemotional in our at! 
tude as we must be in our daily work in this field. I am paid to be 
patient and indulgent and unemotional while yet trying to be fair and 
firm at times in getting the proper pay and benefits through to our 
employees in the midst of a confusing and competing situation a? e 
we have many unions and where at some locations we have as many 
nine unions competing in a given local operation. So I mean it wh: 

[ say we are here for a calm and unemotional and thoughtful pursl 
of the facts as to what ought to be done about the Communist domi: 
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tion of unions, and we are just as calm and unemotional and thought- 
ful in the pursuit of the facts we want to discuss with you in the face 

of a situation where James B. Carey has been, we feel, shamefully 
untruthful, deceitful, and misleading, and otherwise irresponsible in 
his testimony before you. We shall make every effort to support those 
statements as we go along. 

I would like to skip through this opening statement because it deals 
primarily with the first part of your request. That request was to 
diseuss our March 21 proposal with you, and you have that in the 
record. 

Senator Humrurey. Yes; I have that. 

Mr. Boutware. I will only amplify that proposal. I will skip 
through this material, but I would like to read further on here. 

Senator Humrnrey. Mr. Boulware, I guess you are familiar with 
the fact that your communication to me as chairman of this subcom- 
mittee was published in the report of our subcommittee. 

Mr. Boutware. I have not seen it, but I am glad of that. 

Senator Humenrey. We published all of the communications which 
we received. Some 75 or 80 letters were sent out to key companies 
and individuals both in management and labor as well as in the general 
publie citing a series of questions to which you directed your reply of 
March 21. The purpose of these letters was to obtain a basis of infor- 
mation from which we could work and also to get the attitude and the 
experience of people who we thought could shed some light upon this 
very difficult problem. 

We have had Government agencies, management, labor, individuals 
that are associated with universities, people who are skilled in the field 


of labor-management relations, reply to our questionnaire, or my letter 
n the form of a questionnaire. These letters and communications as 
well as reports have all been eae gee in a series of subcommittee 


prints, and they are now available for the general public. 

It has been my feeling that we should proceed on this in an open 
manner. There have been no private hearings, and no executive ses- 
sions, no secret meetings. We have but one objective, and that is to seek 
the light and the truth and to seek a solution to what I consider to be 
a very difficult problem. 

I should say to you what I have said to other witnesses. I have no 
preconceived notions as to just how we should meet this problem. | 
have some strong feelings about the nature of the problem and the 
difficulties which it sets up before us. But I did not enter this hearing 
with any prescribed program. I think we have to be somewhat scien- 
tific in our approach, seek the facts and then try to make these facts 
dovetail with the solutions, or the solutions with the facts. Therefore, 
we are going to proceed, as you have put it, calmly and judiciously. 
None of our witnesses has been put under oath. W e are not trying to 
tind out whether or not someone perjures himself. 

I have gone to people in the hope that we would just get an honest 
expression of the things as they see it. I do not think any of us has 
| clear-cut positive proposal all the time that will find a solution to 

very problem. That is the way I want to interrogate you today. If 
| ask you pointed questions I want you to know. Mr. Boulware, it is not 
to put you or anybody else on the spot. But, frankly, this is a rather 
listasteful assignment. We have conducted these hearings in a rather 
nemotional, unsensational manner. We have not had any banner 
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headlines and we have not sought them. We have not tried to under- 
mine anyone’s position in soc iety, we have not sought to do that. We 
have tried not to use the principle of guilt by associ lation. I repudiate 
that doctrine. We have not tried to impugn anyone’s motives. I have 
sought honest answers to the best of my ability to obtain them, and that 
is going to be the way that the chairman of this subcommittee pro- 
ceeds. There are enough people in this country who are out to give 
everyone a rough time, and sometimes an uncalled for difficult time. 
So Tam not going to try to do that. 

I feel very peaceful, a little tired, and somewhat meditative and 
anxious for the 10,000 lakes. 

Mr. Boutware. I have spent lots of time up in northern Wisconsin 
when I was going to school up there. 

Senator Humpnrey. Next time you come to northern Minnesota ; 
it is much better. 

Mr. Boutware. I have been up there, too. 

We agree with you that there is no royal road to this thing, but we 
have some positive ideas and have had for a long time, and want to 
offer them for what they are worth. 


Parr I. Program Urcep py Generat Evecrric ror ELIMINATION OF 
PorentTIAL Trarrors From Posrrions or Power or INFLUENCE IN 
UNIONS 


Senator Humphrey and members of the subcommittee, we are here, 
in response to your request to discuss (1) our March 21 proposal as 
to how to deal with Communist-dominated unions, and (2) that part 
of the June 13 testimony before your committee which erroneously 


portrayed GE’s policy as to the UE (Independent) and the IUE-CIO. 


OUR PROPOSAL 


As you know from our proposal of March 21 and our earlier corre- 
spondence, we believe it is now obviously up to Congress to use to the 
very fullest all its legislative power to eradicate any Communists from 
positions of power vr influence in labor unions. 

We want to make it clear beyond any question that our proposal is 
directed toward Communists as individuals, and is not directed against 
labor unions as organizations. Our proposal provides full and com- 
plete protection of every right of labor unions. Its only objective 
is to assure the prompt removal of any properly identified potential 
traitors from positions of power or influence in unions. Under our 
proposal, no union would suffer any penalty until and unless it refused 
to get rid of individuals in positions of leadership who had been 
authoritatively identified as Communists or Communist-dominated. 

Our proposal has accordingly been right along that an independent 
Government agency be empowered and directed to seek out, authorita 
tively identify, and public Ty designate any Communists or their ¢ agents 
in labor unions. Congress should take measures to see that such Com 
munists—provided their identity as such is sustained in a fair and 
prompt proceeding giving constitutional due-process protections— 
will be surely elimin: ated from any vantage points from which to do 
damage personally or to exercise damaging influence over others. 

We think that there are two reasons for this. Perhaps one is much 
more important than the other. 
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WHY WE KEEP ADVOCATING NEW LEGISLATION 


We believe legislation is required if the two principal needs are to 
be satisfied. 

First, we need to remove any potential traitors or lesser enemy agents 
from positions of power or influence. This should be done with 
competence and authority on the basis of the country’s possible danger 
alone. It should be done as promptly as the dangerous nature of the 
individual can be determined by an independent, unbiased agency 
aided by professionals in the field. It should not wait on the  deci- 
sion or action of amateurs, or of people who do it as a side line, or 
of anyone who has other distracting or even temporarily more com- 
pelling interests or problems of finance, ambition, competition, or 
survival. 

Second, and we think this is important, we need to clear the air 
of the expense, injustice, and danger of false charges, whether made 
with the best or the worst of intentions. The falsely accused need 
authoritative clearance and redress against their false accusers. Those 
who would be disturbed or activated by false charges need to be pro- 
tected against those who make such charges out of ignorance, or prej- 
udice, or face-saving, or desire to use apparent activity ina worthy 
cause as a cloak for real or undercover activity in an unworthy cause. 


PRESENT LEGISLATION APPEARS INADEQUATE 


Certain labor unions—regarded for many years by both the public 
and Congress as being dominated by Communists—continue still to 
have the entire support of the United States Government, through its 
agencies and courts, in compelling employers to bargain collectively 
with these unions as agents of employees. 

When the Attorney General of the United States, as authorized and 
directed by Executive Order 9835, listed organizations determined by 
him to be “totalitarian, Fascist, Communist, or subversive,” the names 

f labor unions so generally believed to be dominated by Communists 
ane ‘re appe ured on such lists. 

Che Internal Security Act of 1950, in which Congress ap ny ntly 
sought to identify and expose Communist organizations or Com- 

inist-front organizations, contains no specific ens to the 
problem of Communist-dominated labor unions. The act leaves con- 
silerable doubt as to whether a labor union, devoting substantial 
effort and time to collective bargaining, can be found to be a Com- 

unist-front organization, since, by definition, such an organization 
must be primarily operated for the purpose of giving aid and support 
to a foreign Communist government or other Communist organ- 
izations. 

These are only three random illustrations given at this point. Many 
other related examples of the need for legislation will be cited as we 
xO along. 

GOVERNMENT MUST CATCH ANY POTENTIAL TRAITORS 


Our strongest point is that we think Government must catch any 
potential trditors. 

We are against any avoidable expansion of the activities, expenses, 

size, and power of Government. Where there is any possible choice, 
994845226 
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we are for individual freedom and initiative, and against collective 
governmental absorption of responsibility. But here there is onl) 
one choice open. Self- preservation is the first duty of any good 
government, large or small. The catching and removal of any likel; 
traitors or lesser enemy agents is the first step in that self-prese 
vation. Weshould, above all, be able to depend on our Government for 
that. The Government must not slough off this responsibility. Its 
obligation is great; the necessary power put in the hands of private 
parties with conflicting interests could easily be disastrous. 


EMPLOYERS NOT PROPER POLICEMEN 


We do not think employers are the proper policemen in a case like 
this, much as we regard employers highly. 

We yield to no one in our hatred of communism and we are sure 
other employers share that feeling. We were publicly making our 
position clear long before some of those currently most. vocal in their 
anti-Communist professions had ceased to harbor, defend, and asso 
ciate with those people they now denounce as Communists. The 
message we published to our employees in 1948 entitled “Why Joe 
Wants Your Union” brought howls of outrage from some of the men 
who are among the top leaders of the present IUE-CIO which is so 
publicly anti-Communist. We will introduce that message into the 
rec ord. 

We likewise yield to no one in our desire to protect innocent ind 
viduals from false accusations or injury. We are especially awar: 
of how tempting it is to some to accuse others of their failures aed 
to use the advocacy of good causes to cloak bad intentions in relate: 
or unrelated areas. We are aware of how pressing political or com 
mercial pressures would warp or delay judgment if the decision were 
to be made by private persons having responsibilities or personal 
considerations in mind. 

For these reasons we urge an independent Government agency of 
exclusive responsibility. We hope it could be set up with all’ the 
safeguards necessary to its calling its soul its own. We would like 
to see it function with something of the same sort of zeal, ability, 
integrity, and effectiveness we have come to recognize in FBI. 

We do not think businessmen or other employers could ever be 

r should ever be put in the position of trying to be—as diligent. 
complete. objective, and authoritative as those with a profession ul 
responsibility solely in this field. This field of Communist identi 
fication, incidentally, is one where the amateurs are very glib and the 
professionals are more than cautious in the face of the difficult com 
plexity of facts and emotions involved. 

Senator Humeurey. I think we have a lot of evidence to support 
that allegation, or that conclusion. We even have had a certain nui 
ber of super sleuths elected to public office. 

Mr. Boutware. You are not working on your neighbors, are you! 

Senator Humrurey. Not at all. My geography has a cosmupolitan 
aspect. 

Mr. Bou.ware. Well, I was not a native of Wisconsin, even thoug! 

[ went to school and taught there. 
Senator Humpnery. It never even passed through my mind. 
Mr. Boutware. Oh, I see. 
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As pointed out in our March 21 proposal, there is frequently great 
conflict in the testimony of sworn witnesses. An employer could hardly 
be expected to have competent information on which to decide even 
which sworn witnesses he will rely on and which he will reject. In 
short, we do not believe employers are qualified to exercise safely and 
fairly the judicial function of appraising evidence concerning Com- 
munist affiliations of individuals or of a group of union leaders. This 
is primarily a Government function which ought to be exercised by 
either judicial or administrative agencies specifically and solely 
charged with such responsibility. 


UNIONS NOT PROPER POLICEMEN 


I disqualified employers as being policemen and, likewise, we do 
ot believe unions can or should be depended on to take the place 
of public police power in this matter. For the 20 or 30 years that 
inions have been important, they have had the opportunity, and re- 
sponsibility to themselves and the country, to keep their unions free 
from the control of Communists. Much good work has been done by 
many conscientious and able leaders. But too much has been left un- 
done, according even to union leaders’ own admissions before you. 
{nd what was done has been too uniformly late and done obviously 
under public pressure, after the suspected Communist agents had been 
under widespread public suspicion and discussion for years and after 
the basis of their ultimate discharge from the unions had been known 
ip to as much as 10 years by those who did the discharging. 

The hard fact is that it seems to have been well established now 
for many years that—following passage of the Wagner Act and 
during the widespread union organization campaigns that followed 
for some years—certain union labor leaders knowingly accepted and 
welcomed the assistance and participation of, or joined with, Com- 
inunists in the belief that the latter’s ideas and methods were highly 
and desirably useful in union organizing, building, and effectively 
operating. We will go into that in some specific cases a little later. 

Consequently, during the more than a decade between the passage 
of the Wagner Act and the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act in 1947, 
t is not surprising that those who attempted to warn of the dangers 
of Communist domination of the ideas and activities of labor unions 
were characterized as “Red baiters” by those in power—including 
many labor leaders who are now prominent as anti-Communists and 
so-called right-wing leaders. It 1s also not surprising that, during 
this period of usefulness of the Communists and while the majority 
of employees and public were unsuspecting, certain major labor organ- 
zations and leaders attempted little, if anything, toward really elim- 
nating and exposing those of their officers and useful associates who 
vere known to them as Communists or Communist-dominated or 
heavily suspected as being such. 

Much has been said about the recent voluntary “purge” of certain 
inions by the CIO as proving that there is no need for legislation 
n this problem. However, as we read the record of the CIO 1949 
onvention, it seems to us that the organizations were expelled, not 
ecause they were found to constitute a danger or threat to the coun- 
ry, but chiefly because they had refused to follow the political and 
ther policies which had been adopted and endorsed by the CIO. The 
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record appears to indicate that the CIO was not objecting to the 
right of Communists to function as labor union leaders, Dut wa 

objecting to the right of any such Communists to function any longer 
as leaders of a union affiliated with the CIO but not obeying CIO. 
Our March 21 proposal, as you know, contains some extracts from that 
convention record. We will dwell further on that a few pages hence. 

But such house cleaning, no matter how motivated or timed, does 
not go to the root of the problem. The expelled unions, whose officers 
filed the non-Communist affidavits, have continued to enjoy the full 
protection of Federal law. Even among the CIO unions that re- 
mained after the expulsion, there is evidence that the house clean- 
ing has not yet reached down into some local union situations which 
have long been suspect. 

Human nature being what it is and the realities of union politics 
being what they are, it seems evident that in many cases any needed 
house cleaning in certain unions will come about voluntarily only 
when long overdue, or when such house cleaning is politically de- 
sirable or necessary. Obviously, what the country is interested in is 
not the particular politics of the moment as between various factions 
in unions or as between competing unions, but rather in the prompt 
exposure and elimination of Communists from positions of leader- 
ship and influence in unions, whenever they can be determined as such. 

The historical attitude of labor union leaders in general toward the 
problem of Communist domination of unions leads us to the inevitable 
conclusion that the elimination of Communists from positions of 
union leadership can only be accomplished through effective action by 
Congress. Whenever we have taken this position that new legislation 
was necessary to deal with the problem of Communist domination of 
unions, our motives have been immediately attacked by those who 
were personally alarmed over such legislation or who felt that such 
legislation would destroy their principal stock in trade. When our 
proposal to you earlier this year was published, we were immediately 
attacked by TUE-CIO, UE (Indiana), and the Daily Worker. 

You will recall my writing you about the situation we experienced 
in 1948 and 1949 when the Atomic Energy Commission ordered us to 
withdraw recognition from the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine 
Workers of America when that or ganization had declined to sign the 
non-Communist affidavit and had refused otherwise to satisfy the 
Commission concerning its alleged Communist connections. When 
we complied with the order of the Atomic Ener rgy Commission, we 
and the Commission were not only sued for $ 1,000,000 by the UE 
(Indiana) but, to our utter amazement, the action of the Commission 
and General Electric was condemned and opposed by CIO both in 
the courts and publicly. You may want to keep this example in mind 
when considering some proposals now before you about tripartite 
committees made up of Government, union, and employer representa- 
tives. 

We recite the above history only to suggest that your action in con 
sidering legislation in this area, and the time and effort spent by all 
of those whom you have consulted, will be wholly in vain unless you: 
subcommittee is sufficiently concerned with this problem to take action 
you deem proper regardless of strong opposition by some of the unior 
organizations. Certain unions are of course supporting more effective 
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legislation, according to your interim report and some recent news 
accounts. 

If labor unions could be persuaded that they, like other groups in 
our society, should be subject to regulatory legislation for the over- 
all benefit of the country, they could be of real service in suggesting 
legislation which would be effective and contain the safeguards legi- 
timate unions are entitled to. But whether or not they will be so per- 
suaded, it is nevertheless up to Congress to go ahead to see what can 
be done for the security of the country in the balanced best interests 
of all—including that approximately one-fourth of the work force 
which is represented by unions. 


THE TRIPARTITE ADMINISTRATIVE APPROACH 


One suggestion before your subcommittee has been that authority 
and responsibility for handling the problem of Communist- dominated 
unions be taken care of by having a tripartite board composed of 
employer, union, and Munitions Board representatives exercise - 
present allege dadministrative powers of the Munitions Board ¢ 
authority to grant or withhold or terminate Government contracts in 
a war or defe ‘nse period—the basis of the decision being whether or not 
the prospective contractor recognized and dealt with a Communist- 
dominated union. 

In the first place, this proposal calls for operation only in a war or 
critical defense period, whereas we need to remove potential traitors 
from positions of influence whenever and as soon as they can be iden- 
tified. Any such traitor operating as a labor leader could be expected 
to build up the strength of his position and following during peace- 
time, thus preparing for war in time of peace. 

And even in wartime, many types of products and services not 
bought or used primarily for defense, such as power plant. equipment 
und operation, tr ansportation, communication, water supply, and food 
distribution, are just as important as defense products on which the 
Munitions Board would give contracts or allocations. 'The answer is 
not to try to get Communists out of unions at defense plants in war- 
time; it 1s to get Communists out of positions of influence as soon as 
they are identified as potentially dangerous if permitted to go their 
accustomed way. So we come back to the obvious need for a competent 
professional Government agency to apply itself solely to this problem 
to the exclusion of all other considerations or interests. 

This proposal to withhold granting Government contracts to em- 
ployers who recognize and deal with Communist-dominated unions 
would have our endorsement if it were merely one of the penalties 
which followed continued recognition by an employer of a union which 
had been found by an impartial and authoritative Government agency 
to be Communist-dominated and which had refused to remove the 
dangerous leaders indicated to it by proper Government authority. 

However, the proposal as made to your subcommittee would permit 
NLRB certifications to the union in question to continue in effect, and 
thereby create a situation where the Federal Government, through 
the NLRB and the courts, would be ordering an employer to recognize 
and deal with a particular union but, through another Government 
agency, would be telling the same employer he could not secure Gov- 
ernment contracts if he obeyed such an order. Certainly if the union 
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in question were so dominated by Communists that the employees 
whom it represents would be deprived of the opportunity to work on 
Government contracts, the union should at least be stripped of its 
rights before the NLRB and forbidden to assert that it 1s a labor 
organization. 

We have already outlined why we believe that neither employers 
nor unions are appropriate policemen in this delicate area. They do 
not suddenly become better equipped by being named to a so-called 
“tripartite” board. We believe that the function of securing and 
appraising evidence concerning potential traitors or lesser Communist 
individuals in or out of unions is primarily a governmental function 
to be impartially and professionally exercised by agencies specifically 
charged with such responsibility. A tripartite organization of union 
and employer representatives may be of some use where there is need 
for compromising opposing interests of management and employees on 
particular issues. 

However, when the issue to be decided is the important question 
of whether an individual or organization is serving the interests of 
a Communist foreign government, the interests of employers, and 
of employees represented by the unions, are not in conflict. The 
disloyalty matter should not be determined on the basis of com 
promise—or with reference to any other interests more compelling 
at the moment—but rather on the basis of impartial, unbiased, and 
judicial analysis of facts about communism as proved and about the 
danger as established. 

It seems to us that a tripartite organization is far more dangerous 
to the rights of individuals or organizations than is an impartial 
and unbiased agency charged with exercising responsibilities on behalt{ 
of the public at large. The tripartite device would lend itself to 
connivance and special schemes to discredit a minority group i 
favor of a more popular or politically powerful group. We think this 
would be most vehemently opposed by all persons who support civi! 
liberties and fair dealing. 

In addition to the foregoing objections, we have only last yea 
witnessed what amounted to practically a national boycott of the tr 
partite Wage Stabilization Board by representatives of certain labo 
organizations. You will recall that union officers refused to partic: 
pate in the proceedings of the tripartite Wage Stabilization Boar« 
until certain governmental policies and procedures satisfactory to 
their union purposes had been adopted. And the New York Times 
of July 1—just a few days ago—indicated the unions were contem 
plating a similar action in view of congressional action on the Defense 
Production Act. In view of such history, and such possibilities, it 
is not fair to assume that reliance on a tripartite arrangement in the 
future for ascertaining and exposing who are Communists inight 
well lead to another boycott until the tripartite board was willing 
to adopt policies, procedures, and practices satisfactory to the fortunes 
of certain unions or even to the competitive interests of the unio) 
represented on the Board? If this is even the possibility it seems 
to be, it would throw the issue of determining Communists into th 
area of the fortunes of unions rather than putting it where it belongs, 
namely, in the area of protecting the country and employees fron 
dangerous individuals regardless of any other considerations. 
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But finally we come to the question of good faith. The Atomic 
Energy Commission order to us in 1949 to withdraw recognition 
from UE at one of our locations was based upon as much, “if. not 
more, legal authority than Mr. Carey now claims the Munitions Board 
possesses. We obeyed the order, only to be attacked bitterly “or 
doing so, both publicly and in the courts, by the CIO where Mr. 
Carey was sitting as secretary-treasurer. Now, however, in 1952 it 
seems that an administrative board with no new legal authority is 
just what is needed, according to Carey. Such an ‘interesting and 
convenient turn-about cannot help but raise the question of whether 
Mr. Carey did or did not believe in administrative boards in 1949, 
whether he does or does not believe in them in 1952, or indeed whether 
he will continue to like them at any time in the future that there 
should be in power a Federal administration which Mr. Carey is 
uot hopeful would have him as an important member of the Board. 


SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 


You recall that the general principles which we believe might 
effectively be incorporated in new legislation to deal with the problem 
of Communist domination of labor unions, were discussed in our 
March 21 proposal under the following headings, and I will only 
re reat the ti ~adings : 

Official Government investigation and identification of Commu- 

Fy esa unions and Communist union leaders. 

2. Establishment of criteria, pursuant to which the independent 
igency would make its determination. 

Disabilities and penalties resulting from determination by the 
Commission that an organization is Communist-dominated. 

We believe such legislation would benefit the country as a whole, 
is well as labor unions, their members, and employers who are pre- 
sently compelled by law to recognize and deal in good faith with any 
ind all organizations certified to them by the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, regardless of what may be the employers’ beliefs or 
loubts concerning the loyalty of the leade rship of such organizations, 
The objective of such legislation would, in the public interest, be to 
enable and direct Government to seek out, authorit: itively identify, 
ind publicly designate Communists in leadership or other positions 
of dangerous influence in labor unions, and to remove them from 

‘h positions of danger or influence. 

It is only fair to add that in recommending legislative action on 
this problem we have been beset by certain misgivings, as would any 
vood citizen when suggesting that the liberty and freedom of others 
be curtailed. The problem ‘posed is admittedly difficult because of 
the very nature of Communist doctrine, involving as it does a dis regard 
for truth and indeed an emphasis on strategic deceit and tactical 
treachery. 

We believe, however, that, if the realities of this situation are 
nderstood, appropriate safeguards can be devised so that guilty 

dividuals and organizations may be exposed while innocent ones are 
protected. 

Now, in addressing —_ to the second assignment you gave 

, that of discussing Mr. Carey’s testimony—— 
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Senator Humpnrey. May we go back and ask you a few questions 
in reference to this first statement in order to complete the record 
on this prepared statement ? 

Mr. ioe mWwARE. I would be glad to have you do it, but I am sure 
they will all be answered in the separate questions that come later 
which we cover. 

Senator Humenrey. Go ahead. 

Mr. Boutware. But if you do not find them covered, sir, to your 

satisfaction, will you come back? I think we could save your time. 
We cover it in the written text, but at any time, if you find that they 
have not been covered, we would be glad to go back. 

Your second assignment to us was that of discussing Mr. Carey’s 
testimony, and I would like, if you are agreeable, to have Mr. Barron 
present the initial material. If there is any objection to that I will 
present it. 

Senator Humpurey. No, that isall right. We are glad to have your 
associates present material. 


Part II. Corrective COMMENTS ON THE FALSE ANp MISLEADING 
TESTIMONY oF JAMES B. Carey 


SECTION 1. APPRAISAL OF CAREY AS A RELIABLE WITNESS 


CHARGES MADE BY CAREY THAT GENERAL ELECTRIC AND OTHER ELECTRICAL MANU- 
FACTURERS ACTIVELY HAVE ASSISTED THE UE 


Mr. Barron. Mr. Carey presented this subcommittee with some 
reckless, unfounded charges and stated some unwarranted and ir- 
responsible opinions and conclusions about us and other electrical 
manufacturers. You have asked for our views on this testimony and, 
as Mr. Boulware has already told you, we are here to discuss it with 
you as fully and exhaustively as you desire. 

Conclusive as is our evidence with respect to Mr. Carey’s ab 
you will be able to understand our views and ea iise Mr. Carey's 
reli: ibility as a witness concerning us far better if we can acquaint 
you, in a very summary fashion, with some facts and history about 
Mr. Carey and his fight against communism in unions. We believe 
his attaek upon us and other employers can only be understood and 
evaluated accurately by you in hght of some acquaintance with Mr. 
Carey’s record. We think Pha should understand the very sub 
stantial extent to which Mr. Carey has, at various times in his career, 
made inconsistent stateme a taken contradictory positions and mis- 
led his membership and the public in a manner explainable only on 
the ground that, at any given moment, he feels personally justified 
in adopting the course or tactic which appears to him to be most 
convenient, expedient, or otherwise useful to his then immediate or 
ultimate purpose. 

Unfortunately, to establish this point will require a brief summary 
of Mr. Carey’s record. In speaking about this record we want to make 
it so clear that we cannot be misunderstood or misrepresented. We 
here assume that Mr. Carey is not now and never has been a member 
of the Communist Party. 

Our only point in discussing Mr. Carey is to help you see him, a 
have we and others who have followed his rec ord for years, and there- 
by help you in appraising his reliability as a witness. 
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We have only the greatest of praise for Mr. Carey’s ultimate objec- 
tive of eliminating any Communists from the leadership of unions in 
our industry. We cannot condemn too strongly, however, his feeling 
that this very w orthy purpose gives him a personal license to use any 
means which he thinks fit to reach his goal. We believe that his in- 
creasingly vituperative attacks upon us can be understood by you only 

if you appreciate and understand the full significance and strength 
of his conviction that the end justifies any means, as he so openly ad- 
mitted to you when he said: “I will use any means to fight the Com- 
munists.” # 

We would not have undertaken such a review of Mr. Carey’s record 
except for the combination of the following three things: 

First, the very serious nature of Mr. Carey’s conclusions about 
employers generally and us in particular; 

Second, the fact that some of your subcommittee seemed to have 
actually been misled by such wild and unsupported charges; 

Third, you specifically invited us to present our views which we 
interpret to require that we be frank, open, and forthright with you. 

Heretofore we have preferred to ignore Mr. Carey’ s shopworn, 
ridiculous charges. This was not merely because they are so incredi- 
ble on their face, but because they have been so largely disregarded as 
false propaganda among our employees, in our communities, and by 
the informed press. 

Unless required to comment on these charges, mn we have been by 
your invitation, we had no desire to dignify Mr. Carey or his foolish 
statements as though they were in any way meaningful. 

We want, therefore, to summarily review Mr. Carey’s current 
charges before your subcommittee, as well as the inconsistencies and 
contradictions into which expedience and convenience have taken 
him. We believe you will see how he has habitually misrepresented 
facts, given less than full information, and attempted to mislead his 
me mbership, the public, and even Congressmen in the vitally import- 
ant area in which you are interested. 

We believe that he has been trying to misrepresent us for many 
years; we believe that is all he was trying to do before this subeom- 
mittee, 


CIO WELCOMED COMMUNISTS 


Carey himself is authority for the statement that when John L. 
Lewis first began organizing the CIO in the middle 1930's, he “wel- 
comed the party- liners.”? The reason given by Carey was that “Lewis 
desperately needed trained organizers in the early days of the 
Ch re. 

Carey, however does not appear to have ever—then or more re- 
cently- criticized this early CIO policy and, with Lewis’ backing 
became secretary of the CIO in 1938. Of course Carey seems to have 
been right when he said that Lewis and the CIO “needed” trained 
organizers so badly that even the “party liners” whom Carey now 


1 Hearings before the subcommittee of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare on 
Communist domination of unions and national security (hereafter referred to as Humphreys 
subcommittee), vol. 6, p. 370 (references are to typewritten stenographic report). 

*Carey, We've Got the Reds on the Run, American Magazine, September 1948, p. 30 
See also: Pitzele, Can American Labor Defeat the Communists, Atlantic Monthly, March 
1947; J. and S. Alsop, Will the CIO Shake the Communists Loose, Saturday Evening Post 
March 1, 1947. 

‘James B. Carey, Current Biography, vol. 12, No. 7, July 1951, p. 17. 
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denounces were acceptable then. But we submit, Senators, that unless 
Mr. Carey openly condemned that policy then, as he did not, he becam: 
a party to a course of convenience and expediency which must raise 
some ee ae as to whether convenience or principle is the basi: 
guide for Mr. Carey’s conduct and public statements. 

Carey was the chief organizer of the UE (CIO) in 1936; at that 
time he became, and he continued as, its first president until 1941. 
While Carey hasn’t hesitated to state that John L. Lewis welcome: 
the party liners into the CIO, he has sought to leave the impression 
that they infiltrated his own UE (CIO) by deceiving and misleading 
him;* but Louis Budenz, former editor of the Daily Worker, has 
written ° as follows: 

There is evidence Carey knew what was going on, but thought he would |, 
able to handle the comrades and defeat them in a showdown. 


1939: CAREY SAYS HE LEARNED COMMUNISTS DOMINATE AND CONTROL UE (Clo 


At any event, Cary has admitted in writing that, following the 
signing of the Hitler-Stalin pact in August 1939, his eyes were 
opened concerning Communist-domination of the UE. Speaking of 
the signing of this pact as the critical date, Carey, in 1948, wrote: ° 


It was now easy to spot the Communists because of their flip-flop on the war, 
and as the months passed I discovered that they were in complete control of the 
national office; they dominated the executive committee, ran the union paper, 
and were strongly entrenched in the locals and districts. All the organizers 
were party liners. 

It is, therefore, fair to take August 1939 or the months that fol- 
lowed as the very latest time when, according to his own statement, 
Carey's eyes were opened, and he became convinced that he and thou 
sands of others in the UE had been deceived and misled into being 
dominated by Communists or party liners. 


1940-1941: CAREY CONCEALS KNOWLEDGE OF COMMUNISTS IN UE 


What did Carey do upon making his “discovery” that the UE w 
dominated by “Communists” and “party liners”? 

We refer this subcommittee to the excerpts of Carey’s UE news 
paper columns which he wrote in 1940 and 1941 and which he read 
to a congressional subcommittee in 1948 (hereafter referred to as tl 
Kersten committee) as indicating “his views with respect to the Con 
munists * * * within the UE.”? 

In passing, I may say we have had almost insuperable difficulties 
in going bac k to these e arly papers. The aes excerpts we can find 
from these early papers are the ones Mr. Carey himself read to t! 
Kersten committee. The Library of Congress does not have copies, 
and the Labor Department does not have copies for this early period 
That is why we have had to rely only on those excerpts Mr. Carey 
himself has presented. We would have liked to have done a more 
thorough investigation of these early papers. 

Senator Humpnrey. Does not the Library of Congress have those 
papers ¢ 


* He arings before the Special Subcommittee of the Committee on Education and | 
ptember 1948 (hereafter referred to as the Kersten committee), vol. 1, p. 94, to | 
(Re ferences are to typewritten stenographic report.) 
Budenz: The Red Web in U nited States Labor, Collier's, October 23, 1948, p. 14 
Carey: “We've Got the Reds on the Run”; American Magazine September 1948, p. 121 
t Kersten committee, vol. 1, pp. 86 91. 
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Mr. Barron. We made a check there yesterday, and the UE news- 
papers of that period just are not available. 

Since Mr. Carey was obviously trying to satisfy the Kersten com- 
mittee of his early strong anti-Communist views, these excerpts must 
be regarded as at least typical of his strong expressions of anticom- 
munism at that time. 

In these excerpts from his 1940 and 1941 writings, however, he 
did not disclose or even hint to his membership the sweeping con- 

clusions he had reached following August of 1939 and the pervasive 
influence of Communists he had “discovered” in his own national office 
and field organization. Not a single line or paragraph in these ex- 
cerpts even intimated his post- 1939 conclusions or named those whom, 
according to his own statement, he had come to believe were Com- 
munists or Communist-dominated. Despite this, he was piously writ- 
ing to his UE membership as follows: * 

The membership of our union at all times deserves and should have all the 
facts concerning every officer and action. 


and: ® 

* * * from now on, it would only be a reflection on the democracy of our 
unions for a member to withhold a charge of criticism. * * * 

Nothing he gave the Kersten committee in 1948 and nothing he has 
given this committee indicates that he made a prompt, complete dis- 
closure—as a victimized but honest anti-Communist might be ex- 
pected to make in such circumstances—of what he claims he first 
discovered about Communists in the UE in 1939. 

Senator Humpurey. Are you indicating by this that Mr. Carey 
did not earry on an anti-Communist fight in the UE prior to 1948-49? 

Mr. Barron. No, sir; not in 1948- 49: not at all. 

Senator Humrurey. I said prior to 1948-49. 

Mr. Barron. We are not indicating that he did not carry it on prior 
to 1948-49. No; I am speaking only of what he did during the 
i940-41 period immediately after he made such startling discoveries— 

s he himself states and has written—that the signing “of the Hitler- 
Stalin Pact in August of 1939 now made it easy to identify the 
(communists. 

Senator Humreurey. In other words, you are confining this obser- 
vation to that period immediately after 1939? 

Mr. Barron. Yes; as the heading in my prepared statement indi- 
cates, the 1940-41 period. 

Senator Humpurey. I just wanted to get this pinpointed. 

Mr. Barron. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Because I think there is sufficient evidence to 
ndicate that Mr. Carey did carry on an anti-Communist fight in the 
1940's, 

Mr. Barron. I would not be able to testify as an expert as to when 

: activity really began at that period. As we will show you later, 
ertainly after his defeat for the presidency, his campaign against 

» UE officers did not begin at that point. I have not found just 
eX: actly the period at whic h it did begin in a public fashion. 

Senator Humpeurey. I see. 


* Ke ersten committee, vol. 1, p. 87. 
* Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 88. 
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Mr. Barsasu. Do you know, Mr. Barron, whether or not in 1939 
and 1940 there existed a Carey bloe within the UE as opposed to the 
Matles-Emspak bloc; whether there was a factional alinement ? 

Mr. Barron. I gather from the newspapers that there was a split, 
as there so frequently is in almost any union between a power that is 
in and others who wish to get either their own members or other 
members into the position of power. 

Mr. Barpasu. So that there was internal dissension ? 

Mr. Barron. There was internal dissension. My only point here 
goes to this, Mr. Barbash: The only thing we commented on in this 
particular section is that Carey’s point was that in the national office, 
the national field office, he discovered, to his surprise, apparently, the 
existence of Communists. My point is that he did not carry that 
knowledge promptly and immediately to his membership. There 
may have been other differences and may have been other large areas 
of agreement, but that is all that that particular section goes to. 

Senator Humrnrey. Without any reference to Mr. ae 
I do not want to get involved in this argument as between the GE and 
Mr. Carey— there was a period in our country in reference to the Com- 
munist Party and its association or its individual membership asso 
ciation with other groups, particularly those that were termed “the 
liberal groups,” that they just did not talk about other people being 
Communists. I mean, there was this factionalism., I think I recog- 
nize this period well enough to discuss it in some detail. In other 
words, there had been so many charges leveled against the trade-unions 
as all being Communist—and I have mentioned this several times in 
my interview with the U. S. News—the charge had been leveled at 
aoe after union, although they were not infiltrated with anything 
but the most conservative type of union leadership. Organizers and 
leaders of new unions hesitated to even mention the word “Commu 
nist,” since it lent fuel or it put additional coals on the fire that was 
burning on the part of some people who wanted to brand everybody 
as a Communist. 

Mr. Barron. My only question, Senator, is whom you mean by 
“you.” Do you mean that as a fairly general claim? I concede the 
point that such statements were made during the early days. 

Senator Humpnrey. I will be more specific. When the CIO started 
to organize it-was branded as outright Communist from top to bottom ; 
is that not true? 

Mr. Barron. I would not know who branded them as such. 

Senator Humenrey. Well, it was branded by management and em 
ployers and their public-relations people who were out to stop them 
from organizing. I am not arguing about whether they should have 
stopped them or not. 

Mr. Barron. As to that thesis, Senator, whether the CIO was 
branded as Communist from top to bottom, as you stated, it has been 
generally recognized that John L. Lewis used Communist. or ganizers, 
and Mr. ( Carey writes that he did use Communists for organization 
purposes. 

Senator Humpurey. I did not state that. 

Mr. Barron. No, sir; I said Mr. Carey stated that. The record is 
clear that perhaps those charges which were being made at that time 
were, in fact, true by Lewis’ own admission—not Lewis’ but Mr. 
Carey’s own admission—and Mr. Carey was very close to Mr. Lewis 
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And we have otherwise documented it that experts in the labor field 
and the writings of former CIO officials make it clear that Commu- 
nists were accepted and used in the CIO at that period. Therefore, 
the charges which were being made were, to a large extent, true. 

Senator Humpurey. W ell, the charges being made against some 
individuals were true, but as to whether or not the charge against the 
organization or the institution was true is another matter 

Mr. Barron. No; I would just take your own statement that “ch: arges 
were made in that period that the C IO was Communist-dominated 
from top to bottom.” I think Carey ’s own writing indicates that 
Lewis used the party liners for his organizational purposes. 

Senator Humpurey. That is Mr. Carey’s statement, and he will 
have to live with that himself. But, as to whether or not that is true, 
whether there were Communist organizers or labor organizers that 
were of Communist persuasion in the labor movement, is a matter for 
careful investigation. I am not making any such charge. All I say 
is that there was the bland and over-all charge that this was a Com 
munist organization; that it was communism at work. That was made 
repeatedly, And, because of that charge, many a legitimate trade- 
union leader, many a democratic trade-union leader, hesitated to allege 
that there were Communists, for fear that the action would aid and 
abet the opposition. That is exactly what has happened. 

Mr. Barron. We contend and believe that any expert in the labor 
field will concede that the CLO was filled with party liners from top 
to bottom at that period. I think it was a very unfortunate period, if 
you want my personal opinion. I believe there were many very sound, 
democratic union leaders who wanted the kind of CIO industrial labor 
organization that was then being formed. I think it was very un- 
fortunate for those individuals that Lewis, as the read seems to 
indicate, so welcomed and used the party liners in his organization in 
his haste to spread it. Perhaps, if he had moved a little bit more 
slowly and not used the party liners the charges you refer to would 
never have been made. In that case the democratic people to whom 
vou refer would never have had to be so hesitant in speaking out forth 
rightly and honestly concerning the Communists who were permitted 
to infiltrate the C1O. 

Senator Humpurry. This is all history. This would be a subject 
for a good dissertation on what happened. The La Follette commit- 
tee reports tell another chapter in what happened in those days. This 
is some of the sordid past of our labor-management relations. And I 
think it could be documented that there were people of Communist 
philosophy and Communist affiliation that infiltrated the trade-unions 
in the new organizational drive, but I think it can also be documented 
that one of the reasons they found such a welcome was because of the 
venomous nature of the opposition which they met. This is all ves- 
terday. 

Mr. Barron. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. I am not going to try to dig up the dead here 

ind deincarnate them, but this is a part of the environment in which 
this happened. 

Mr. Boutware. Senator, we feel that, despite that having been the 
case you describe in the past, the irresponsible and indefinite charges 
have continued too far bevon d that early period. One of our great 
nterests has been to try to seek this diffic ‘ult solution that vou indicate 
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it is, where we can bring authority and objectivity and definiteness to 
clearing up the field of whether people charged with being Com- 
munists are or are not Communists, or are or are not in sufficient 
number to be dangerous. Mrs. Roosevelt and I have been charged 
with being Communist allies. I have been charged before your com- 
mittee with being that, and I think there ought to be some place where 
those things can be settled. 

Senator Humpurey. I think you are absolutely right that ama 
teurism in this area is dangerous and unfair. 

Mr. Boutware. And I think it is absolutely ridiculous. But I still 
think the A disturb a lot of people, dle pending entirely upon the credi- 
bility of the folks making the charges. And our great interest here is 
to see if we cannot bring some definite ness, some author ity, some fair- 
ness, some objectivity, and some profession: al approac ‘+h to this thing. 

Senator Humpnrey. I am very happy to mene you proceed with 
your testimony. May I say that whether Mr. Carey leveled unfair or 
unfounded charges against you, or whether you properly replied to 
him, is not going to answer the question that is before this committee. 
But this is all part of the general pattern. I realize that we have to go 
through this. 

Mr. Boutware. They went on for so long in that testimony we think 
we ought to have clear coverage in reply. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is why I asked you to testify. 

Mr. Boutwarre. And we are grateful. 

Senator Humpurey. I wanted to say, Mr. Barron, that it appears to 
me that when one tries to go into this subject matter it requires a kind 
of objectivity and a kind of honesty of presentation of facts in light 
of the period in which things happened. It is just perfectly true that 
a large number of people of so-called liberal persuasion in this country 
for a long period of time did not identify—or, if they did, they did not 
speak up—the Communist threat or individuals that were Commu- 
nists. It is equally true that there were some valiant souls that did 
speak up. 

Mr. Boutware. I think you will find Mr. Carey was speaking up in 
quite the wrong direction. He did not have - go so far as to misrepre 
sent. The next page or two I think you will ‘find very interesting. 

Senator Humpurey. I am not taking issue with you on what Mr. 
Carey did. I was only trying to set the scene of the nature of the 
time. 

Mr. Barron. That is right. But I think, if I may remind you, ou 
introductory remarks make it clear that the purpose of this review 1s 
only to give some insight into the thinking of the man James B. Carey. 
As we stated, we believe he followed a course of expediency and con 
venience. And we therefore suggest that he may have believed that 
expediency and convenience required him to make the charge and con 
tinue to make the foolish charges he has been making about the Gen 
eral Electric Co. 

Mr. Barsasn. You do not think that is excessive and harsh. For 
example, Mr. Budenz, whom you cited as an authority in his recogni 
tion of the menace of communism, was a little more delayed than ‘Mr. 
Carey. Does that disqualify Mr. Budenz as an authority on this sub 
ject and the v vigor of his fight ? 

Mr. Barron. It would go to the point, 1 would say, that one might 
properly state that he, too, had followed a course of expedience during 
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the time that he had misrepresented himself and the purposes of com- 
munism. Whether one would now believe Mr. Budenz’ testimony—as 
whether one would believe the testimony of anybody who was a former 
(ommunist—requires, I think, some consideration and weighing of 
this factor. When a man who is now turning makes charges about 
other people, the question naturally arises of ‘whether this 1s a bona 
fide charge or is there some course of expedience and convenience being 
followed ¢ 

Mr. Barsasu. You have believed Mr. Budenz to the extent that you 
ave quoted him, apparently. 

Mr. Barron. That is right; we have quoted him. While we per- 
sonally cannot appraise his reliability, he seems to have been pretty 
well accepted as reliable by congressional committees and others. 

Senator Humpurey. You may proceed, Mr. Barron. 

Mr. Barron. I think we were speaking about that period of Carey’s 
writings to his members of the need to be open and make these charges, 
and that all members should have the facts, and yet he was not disclos- 

ug the facts he himself states that he had then discovered. To the 
contrary, and except for differences of opinion on foreign and politica] 
policy, It appears that, during the early 1940’s, Carey went righ along 
with Emspak and Matles, the top officers of UE, who Carey claims 
were then and are still Communist-dominated. In 1940, he, wanek 
and Matles were unanimously elected the three top officers of the UE, 
with no opposing nominations.” 

Senator Humpurey. Now, may I ask you a question. Your state- 
ment reads as follows: 

* * * the top officers of UE, who Carey claims were then and are still Com- 


munist-dominated. In 1940, he, Emspak, and Matles were unanimously the 
three top officers of UE, with no opposing nominations. 


Do you consider Mr. Emspak and Mr. Matles to be Communist 
sympathizers or members of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Barron. Sir, 1 am only using Carey’s own words to point 
that out. I think we have made our opinion clear, and I gather it 
to be your own ee this is no place for amateurs to operate. 


This is a place for the professional to make determinations for an 
accusation based upon thorough investigations which afford all the 
protections that our Constitution provides. 

Senator Humpurey. In other words, your statement is only as to 
those references of Mr. Carey and you are not making any value 
judgment yourself ? 

Mr. Barron. No; we are not. I am very glad you made that point 
clear. I thought it was clear in the text. I certainly want to under- 
line it and emphasize it, that wherever we make any characteriza- 
tions in this case they do not represent our conclusions, they represent 
conclusions we are quoting of others. 

Senator Humpurey. All right, sir. I thought you would like to 
have that clear in the testimony. 

Mr. Barron. Very good, thank you very much. 

Our conclusions with reference to the 1940 period are stated on 
page 20 of the text you have before you. 

Mr. Carey later and now implies that Emspak and Matles are “door 
openers for the Communist Party.” Whether right or wrong, Carey 


Proceedings of UE 1940 convention, p. 12 129. 
Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 117. 
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in September 1940—after his eyes had been opened—stood on thei: 
platform, accepted their support, gave them his, and was elected to 
office with them—all the while concealing his new knowledge from 
his membership. If Mr. Carey did this on principle, then he was part 
and parcel of the same package he now condemns. If he did 
despite his more recently admitted knowledge of what in 1940 was 
then going on, because it was expedient or convenient for Mr. Carey 
to help him retain his high union office, you would seem justified in 
looking for convenient or expedient motivations in Mr. Carey’s other 
actions, including his statement before this subcommittee. 


1941 UE ELECTION: CAREY WITHHOLDS NATIONAL COMMUNIST ISSUE FROM 
CONVENTION ; ENDORSES COMMUNIST CANDIDATES 


In 1941 Carey was defeated in his quest for reelection as president 
of UE. He implies that his defeat at the UE 1941 convention was 
- to the opposition of the Communists. He has written ” that he 

is defeated after twice rejecting “Communist offers of support in 
my reelection campaign, in return for future good behavior.” Those 
W ho have been misled by this statement into believing that this marked 
his break with the Communists are not acquainted with the record 
either at the 1941 convention or immediately subsequent thereto. 
When a delegate attempted to get him to speak “on a point of personal 
privilege” concerning “the rumors and insinuations that have been 
going on for the past several days” Carey declined the point of privi- 
le we Not only did he refuse to take this opportunity to present the 
square issue of communism in his national office and field organization 
to the convention, but he even seconded the nomination of one of 
his alleged Communist opponents, Julius Emspak, in the following 
words : 

I think I know Jules better than any delegate in this convention. I have had 
the pleasure of living with him and working with him, and I sincerely hope that 
he receives the unanimous vote of this convention to assure the good continuation 
of the splendid organization we have all played a part in building. 


And finally to cap the climax of friendly cooperation, Mr. Carey 
in his final remarks as a defeated president told the convention to 
support the man he now implies is a servant of the Communists,"* 


16 


saying: 

I think every member of our union should give every bit of loyalty and coop- 
eration that person is capable of to the new president of the UB, President Fitz- 
gerald. 

Thus, the record establishes that some 2 years after what Carey 
admits was the critical date of August 1939, he not only was failing to 
inform his own members of his alleged new discoveries, but he was 
actively assisting and supporting his supposedly Communist-con- 
trolled opponents and asking others to do likewise.” 

Senator Humrnurey. This is a danger of “unity.’ 

Mr. Barron. It is the danger of following a course of expediency 
rather than principle. 


2 Care y, We've Got the Reds on the Run, American Magazine, September 1948, p. 121 
Proceedings of UE 1941 convention, p. 111. 

* Proceedings of UE 1941 convention, p. 111. 

* IUE-CIO News, April 24, 1950. 
Proceedings of UE 1941 convention, p. 185. 
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Senator Humpnurey. That is correct. I just thought this might be 
a good time to talk about it, since we are going to have two great 
political conventions in which there are going to bea great divergences 
a point of view. No doubt in these conventions people will rise up 
and say, “We have got to unite regardless of principles involved.’ 
Not that the prine iples are as widely separated as they are between 
the democracies and communism. 

[| gather that there will be a great binding of the wounds and healing 
of them in the days to come here and those with the great divergent 
points of view will say, “We are marching down the road together.’ 
And they are going to take a wide spread to do it, but they w ill be able 
to make it. 

I made it bipartisan, may I say. 

Mr. Boutware. As a Republican, I do not think we have to wait for 
both conventions. It seems to me we are having the unity appeal 1 
the first convention. I heard it last night. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes; it is coming up strong. 

Mr. Boutware. It was a rather frantic appeal. 

Mr. Barron. Your subcommittee may find that the foregoing lends 
special significance to Carey’s admission in 1948 before the Kersten 
committee that the UE had followed the Communist Party line during 
his presidency.7 Once again the question is raised whether Mr. 
Carey was publicly telling his members and the public the whole truth 
as he now says he knew it or did it then seem convenient and expedient 
for either good or bad reasons to conceal his knowledge and mislead 
his followers and the public? 

The reason we put “good” in ther ‘re, Senator, bears exactly on your 
reference to the enue of “unity. It may have been that Carey 
conceived unity to be more important than coming out and expressing 
his views with reference to communism. 

Senator Humeurey. That beautiful, wholesome, decent word has 
been adulterated. The word “unity” once meant something. It had 
a spiritual connotation to it, but it has become a favorite symbol of the 
Communists. Unity, unity on their terms. It has been the con- 
tinuing effective word and term that has been used throughout the 
entire’ period of the Communist organization in this country. There is 
not any doubt about that at all. And anyone that stands in the way 
of it is considered a disrupter, et cetera. 

We have people in my own political party who want unity regardless 
of principle, and I, supposedly, have been one of those who is a dis- 

rupter, you see, because I do not happen to believe in that. I think 
there is a kind of unity among folks of like mind and like soul and 
disunity among people ‘of unlike mind and soul. 

Mr. Barron. Moving to September of 1941: 


SEPTEMBER 1941: CAREY CLAIMS NEWS ACCOUNTS SLANDER AI 
APPARENTLY DENIES FITZGERALD A COMMI Ist 


[f any further evidence were needed that Mr. Carey deliberately 
concealed and deceived his followers as to the convictions he admits 
he had formed during the “months” following August 1939, it is 
clearly found in the following telegram Mr. Carey sent to certain UE 

’ Kersten committee, vol. 1, pp. 94 and 99. 


99484— 5 2-——_—_27 





412 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


field representatives and reprinted in his column in the UE News en 
titled “Let’s Talk It Over,” under date of September 13, 1941. This 
telegram reads as follows: 

1 am not impressed by the sudden anxiety of the A. F. of L. or the publi: 
press over my welfare. Both have consistently maligned and slandered me and 
all other leaders of our union. lam sorry but not surprised that the same attack 
is now falling on our president-elect, Albert J. Fitzgerald. J wish to declar 
publicly and unequivocally that the charges of communism against him are 
false as past charges against me. James B. Carey. [Italics added.] 

Not that I know of. If that was the slender reed of distinction o 
which Mr. Carey ~~ leaning I certainly do not think it was a ver) 
worthy one. If Mr. Carey was being very technical that the charge 
of communism was false because F itzger ‘ald was not a member of the 
Communist Party any more than Carey was, he was drawing a ver) 
deceiving line for his members, since the record would seem to indicate 
that Fitzgerald had accepted the support that Carey himself said he 
had twice rejected. Now, if he believed then, as he cert ainly does later, 
that Fitzgerald was a tool of the Communists, it was a very fine dis 
tinction that he drew in this telegram, and if that was the case, I am 
sure it was intended and designed to mislead the press, the public. 
and his members. 

It is certainly. beyond our humble ability to reconcile the above 
telegram with any theory that Mr. Carey’s campaign for reelection was 
unsuccessful because of any basic split with those he now calls Com 
munist-dominated. And if there was no basic split what was the ex 
pedient or convenient reason which prevented it and led Mr. Carey 
to attempt to deceive his members, the public, and the press ¢ 


CAREY, EMSPAK, AND MATLES IDENTIFIED AS COMMUNISTS; GET CONGRESSMEN 
WITHDRAW CHARGES AGAINST UE 


We repeat our previous statements that we here assume that Mr. 
Carey is not now, and never was, a member of the Communist Party 
Nevertheless, his resemblance to one during the late thirties and earl) 
forties caused him to be suspected of being « one, and his activities were 
reported by the press as being well over in the far “left-wing” group. 
One newspaper account lists his “public leftist hook up” under thie 
headline of “Carey of the CIO and PAC Treads the Party Line.’ 

Indeed Carey was identified by witnesses before the House U) 
American Activities Committee as a Communist,” at the same time as 
those whom he now opposes, Mr. Emspak and Mr. Matles were like 
wise identified.” This testimony was flippantly scoffed at and rid 
culed in UE newspapers during Carey’s presidency with no distin 
tions made as between Carey, Emspak, and Matles.*! 

In 1939 he was a State vice president of the American Youth Con 
gress, an organization subsequently listed by the Attorney General a- 
a Communist front % and which had been cited respectively as suc! 
by a Massachusetts House committee and a United States congressional | 
committee * as early as 1938 and 1939. He is not reported as being 


18 New York Mirror, October 11, 1944. 

” House Un-American Activities Committee, 76th Cong., Ist sess. (hereafter referr 
as House Un-American Activities Committee), vol. 9, pp. 5455, 5459, 5461, 5761, and 5 

2” House Un-American Activities Committee, vol. 9, pp. 5467, 5459. 

21'Testimony of Carey—Kersten Committee, vol. 1, pp. 19 through 25. 

2 Attorney General's List of Subversive Organizations, dated September 21, 1948, p 

> Guide to Subversive Organizations and Publications, H. Doc. No. 187, May 14, 1%! 
pp. 28, 29 
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among the right-wing group which bolted the Congress at a meeting 
which failed to pass a forthright resolution specific ally denouncing 
communism, fascism, and nazism.** As chairman of the resolutions 
committee of the C ongress, he reportedly explained the committee’s 
opposition to the forthright resolution as opposition “to expulsion 
of any group from the Congress for political beliefs.” His resolu- 
tions committee did sponsor a compromise resolution which Carey 
said was “one you can all stand upon” and which recorded opposition 
to all forms of dictatorship, whether Communist, Fascist, Nazi, or 
other types, but declared the Youth Congress open to all persons 
regardless of their “political label.” 

“All the foregoing can only indicate that Mr. Carey simply could not 
have been a wholly naive, uninformed, and innocent person who was 
unacquainted with what was going on in the late thirties and early 
i ties, and that is all we include it here for. 

fr. Barsasu. But the “ag of this testimony is that you are 
atte mead to disqualify Mr. Carey as a competent witness with re- 
spect to Communist unionism, is that correct / 

Mr. Barron. We are attempting to disqualify him as a competent 
witness with respect to the charges he made against the General Elec- 
tric Co. before your committee. 

Mr. Barnasn. On the ground that he, as you say, did not recognize 
or publicly proclaim the menace of communism. 

Mr. Barron. On the ground that all of this shows that Mr. Carey 
does not make his charges open, forthright, and he does not come out 
and disclose all the facts within his possession. And as we get into 
these specifie charges, we will show you exactly how he w ithheld in- 
formation from your committee. All of this goes to the question of 
his reliability, as you state, but it shows that positions he has taken, 
charges he has made, public information he has given, have always 
been, or from time to time have been, deceptive, misleading and in- 
complete. And it served his purpose for the moment. 

Mr. Barnasi. Did the General Electric Corp. denounce the UE as a 
Communist organization during this period ? 

Mr. Barron. May I have your question again ? 

Mr. Barnasu. I say, did the General Electric Corp. donounce the 
UE asa Communist organization during this period ¢ 

Mr. Barron. wa! General Electric does not “ges even now, the 
knowledge Mr. Carey says he had as early as 1939, I think that ques- 
tion probably goes very much to Senator Hicadiees! s point of view. 
General Electric had, during this period, as we shall show you later, 
a splendid record of accepting and bargaining with CIO unions and 
others. We did not go around making ‘the general charge of commu- 
nism that Senator Humphrey speaks of. We have a record which is 
superior to those of the managements to whom Senator Humphrey 
Was referring. 

We do not believe it would have contributed to that period. As 
we seid before, we are not the experts to determine what is a Com- 
nunist-dominated union. That is a function of government. 

Mr. Barnasn. Your judgment is, therefore, that you have no in- 
formed opinion as to whither UE was then or is now a Communist- 
dominated organization that would be useful ? 


‘World Telegram, July 3. 
New York Times, July 4. 


1939. 
1939 ;: New York World-Telegram, July 5, 1939. 
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Mr. Barron. Useful in what way, for what purpose? 

Mr. Barwasu. For the purposes of this committee, for the education 
of the community. 

Mr. Barron. If you want amateur opinions, if you believe amateur 
opinions would be ‘helpful to this committee, we have our suspicions 
and serious concern based upon reading the newspapers and other 
reports in the same way that youdo. We have the same information 
and we read your reports. Any conclusions that this committee 
reaches with reference to its evidence are equally as valid and prob 
ably superior to any of those we have. As we told you in our report, 
we have no special information by which we could distinguish which 
unions were Communist-dominated and which ones were not. 

If your question goes to our experiences in our plant, the answer 
to your question is: ‘We have no special information which would be 
helpful to your inquiry. 

Mr. Barzasu. Mr. Barron, you will forgive me if I become a little 
sharp, but what I am trying to get at is this: How long have you been 
associated with the General Electric Cor p.? 

Mr. Barron. Well, may we return to those things? I think Senator 
Humphrey assured us of the opportunity for an orderly presentation. 

Mr. Barsasu. All right, I will bring the questions back. 

Mr. Barron. Let us go through and discuss the charges. I under- 
stand your point, Mr. Barbash. I am inclined to believe you may be 
merely misinterpreting the purpose of this, and I really emphasize 
what we stated at the beginning, that all we are doing is suggesting 
the unreliability of Mr. Carey’s good faith and his basic belief in the 
charges which he has made against us. That is the only purpose of 
this. So, if your questions are directed to anything else, I think you 
are misunderstanding it. 

Mr. Barsasu. My questions, Mr. Barron, are directed to the quality 
of your testimony on this point. I think it would be relevant. Would 
you not agree that if you said that Mr. Carey was not competent, that 
we should inquire as to your own competence to make the judgment ! 
And my question as to whether you had recognized the UE as a Com- 
munist-dominated organization goes to that question. 

Mr. Barsasu. Let us go on with the presentation. I think that the 
very difficulty with ever permitting Mr. Carey to have made these 
charges against the General Electric Co. before this committee takes 
the committee off into collateral issues. I think we can go on into 
further collateral issues all the way down the line. 

Senator Humpurey.. I want you to know we did not see Mr. Carey's 
statement nor did we see yours before you appeared here. We do not 
censor anything here. We cannot censor you and you cannot censor 
us. This is an open session here, and we are just visiting and discuss- 
ing things. I would hate to be running a committee where we said, 
“Let me see your statement before you get in.” 

Mr. Barron. We certainly appreciate that opportunity. 

Senator Humpnrey. I regret that people may make unfortunate and 
unfounded statements. If we have any reason to believe there are 
any other points of view that ought to be expressed we invite them in. 
Everybody has had his day in this committee. 

Mr. Barsasn. The record should show, as I think Mr. Boulware is 
aware, that the invitation to appear before this committee was extend- 
ed before Mr. Carey’s testimony. 
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Mr. Barron. Yes. 

Mr. Boutwarr. You simply added this second point there. 

Mr. Barsasu. That is right. 

Mr. Barron. All the foregoing can only indicate that Mr. Carey 
could not have been a wholly. naive, uninformed and innocent person 
who was unacquainted with what was going on in the late thirties and 
early forties. 

Nevertheless, in 1940 Congressmen were induced by Carey as well 
as Emspak and Matles, to believe that they had been misled in finding 
UE to be Communist-dominated. The 1940 report of the UE’s general 
officers (Carey, Emspak, and Matles) recounts how these “general 
officers went to Washington” to interview members of the Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee and succeeded in inducing four Congress- 
men to withdraw, on the floor of the Midis charges made by the 
committee, and to express regret they had signed the committee’s 
report.” 

Thus it appears from the record that Carey, after his own admitted 
critical date of 1939, not only withheld his new information from his 
own membership, and attempted to mislead the press and public, but 
in addition, he participated with his fellow general officers in in- 
ducing Congressmen to express regret at having termed these men in 
1940 what Carey is so violently calling them now. Again expediency 
or convenience rather than forthrightness and principle seem to have 
dictated his action. 

I would like to make one comment on that. That passage there is 
drawn from the UE’s 1940 convention report, which only reports that 
the general officers went to Washington. And since the report was 
submitted, I read it as meaning the three general officers, Carey, 
Emspak, and Matles. We have no other information. It is possible 
that he may not have gone with Emspak and Matles, but at least the 
report as submitted to his members read as though he had, and that 
was the way I too interpreted it and have referred to it here. 


1948: CAREY CLAIMS INVESTIGATION OF COMMUNISM IN UNIONS “NOT WITHIN 
COMPETENCE OF CONGRESS” 


As late as 1948, 9 years after Carey’s alleged awakening to the 
Communist problem in the UE, he was opposing efforts of the Gov- 
ernment to identify and expose communism in labor unions and 
specifically in the UE (CIO). When invited to testify before the 
Kersten committee which was investigating the “ideological aspects” 
of the UE, Carey declined the invitation on the ground that such 
inquir ies by Congressional committees “are not w ithin the ¢ ‘ompetence 
of Congress.” *” “He contended in this letter that “internal questions 
arising “within the UERMWA lie only within the competence of the 
members of that organization,” and that such investigations in the 
past “always had the result of giving aid and comfort to the Com- 
munists.” * 

Thus, at this late date, he was continuing to express the same opposi- 
a which he had expressed to earlier investigations of communism 
by the House Un-American Activities Committee which he was re- 


* Proceedings of UE 1940 convention, p. 22 
‘Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 11. Letter of Mr. Carey dated August 24, 1948. 
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ported as condemning as “mouthpieces and tools of forces which are 
seeking the destruction of democracy.” 2"4 

After the CIO had established him as the leader of the IUE (CIO) 
in November 1949, his attitude toward congressional investigations 
changed, abruptly and typically, for he promptly began to call for 
Congressional investigations into the manner in which employ ers Were 
assisting Communist-dominated unions.” 

We believe the above illustrations portray Mr. Carey quite clear], 
as a man who follows a consistent program of using deceptive anc 
misleading means to achieve his poe We believe it to be 
record of convenient expediency. We believe you must weigh this 
fact heavily in appraising his testimony about us. 


IUE MISREPRESENTS PROCEEDINGS OF THIS SUBCOM MITTEE 


If any final evidence were required that Mr. Carey and his organ 
ization are, to say the least, addicted to misrepresentations, it may 
be found in the misrepresentation which has been made concernin. 
the proceedings of this subcommittee itself. Without even reading 
the record, we would have known that Senator Humphrey could not 
concur in Mr. Carey’s charges without first giving us an ay 
to be heard. Our reading of the record ¢ ‘learly indicates that he di: 
not concur in Mr. Carey’s charges. Nonetheless, the IUE-CIO New: 
for June 30, 1952, reports that Mr. Carey had claimed before this sub- 
committe that GE’s campaign was designed “to keep rank-and-file 
workers from distinguishing between free and honest trade-unions 
and Communist-dominated unions.” The IUE article at that point 
continues to state: 

Humphrey concurred in that. He said, “Some of these companies have aide: 
and abetted these Communist unions in an attempt to hurt the strong free trade 
union movement. But, if American employers would concentrate on free col- 
lective bargaining, then we will make a big step toward ridding the country 
of this Communist menace, 

An examination of the official transcript of the hearing shows that 
this is no more than a grossly garbled version of an exchange which 
occurred between Senator Humphrey and Mr. Carey as re ported on 
pages 299 through 306 of volume 6. 

An examination of those pages in the record will disclose that it 
was not Mr. Carey who first raised the question of the need to * 
tinguish between the rank-and-file membership within the UE 

its les idership, but rather it was Senator Humphrey. Moreover, a an Md 
more important, perhaps, the record disc ‘loses that nowhere in this 
exchange did Senator Humphrey “concur” in any Carey charge nor 
did he say that “some of these companies have aided and abetted these 
Communist unions in an attempt to hurt or strong free trade-union 
movement.” Senator Humphrey did sa >, and we agree, that the 
promiscuous improper charge of ‘ ‘communism” aids Communist i: 
filtration. 

Senator Humpnrey. It was to this that I was alluding earlier. 

Mr. Barron. That is right. 

We submit that the IUE report is not merely a casual error whi 
might have been made by a careless reporter. We are advised that 


27a New York Times, January 6, 1939. , 2 
* Mr. Carey’s letter to Senators and Congressmen dated January 16, 1950. 
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in accordance with the customary practice of this subcommittee, the 
official transcript of the hearing of June 13, was forwarded to the 
IUE within no more than the second or third day following the 
testimony. Since the testimony was given on June 13, the full record 
was available to the IUE in ample | time to have been used in the 
preparation of its news story. 

We believe that even without the foregoing facts, that this par- 
ticular instance demonstrates how habitually “indifferent Mr. Care Vv 
ind his organization are to reporting, honestly and forthrightly, facts 
vhich are well within their possession. 

Did you want to check that, Senator, or do you want me to go 
forward ¢ 

Senator Humpnurey. Go right ahead. It has been sometime since 
this took place. 

Mr. Barron. Yes, certainly. 

We believe the above illustrations portray Mr. Carey quite clearly 
is aman who follows a consistent program of using deceptive and 
misleading means to achieve his purposes. We believe it to be a record 
of convenient expediency. We believe you must weigh this fact heav- 
ily in appraising his testimony about us. 

Carey’s testimony touches on two points we want to note briefly, 
both of which are relevant to your inquiry. The first of these is: 


VHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR UE’S PRESENT ENTRENCHED POSITION IN THE ELECTRICAL 
INDUSTRY ? 


Care ye laims that General Electric employees have been held within 
UE as “resentful captives” with the connivance and assistance. of 
GE.” He seeks to leave the impression that he has been fighting for 
the liberation of employees from such captivity ever since he lost the 
presidency of the UE in 1941. Yet, as secretary-treasurer of the CIO, 
he was a necessary party to very vigorous efforts of the CIO from 1941 
to 1949 to organize the electrical industry and thus subject an ever- 

ncreasing number of employees not only to representation by the UE, 
but to compulsory membership therein via CIO’s advocacy of com- 
pulsory union membership. Instead of leading his anti-Communist 
followers out of the UE, as he might have, Carey continued unsuccess- 
fully to attempt to regain control ‘of the UE.” 

An interesting but much overlooked aspect of the period around 
1048 is that many of the local unions of the UE began seceding and 
ifiliating with Walter Reuther’s UAW (CIO). When UE protested 
that UAW was “raiding,” the CIO took the position that any such 
raiding was “something that cannot be condoned by the national office 
of the CIO.” Mr. Carey, of course, as CIO secretary-treasurer, was 
a part of the national office. Nevertheless, the UAW remained firm in 
the position that while it would make no effort to create dissension 
mong UE members, it would issue charters to locals where rank-and- 
file members expressed overwhelming desire to free themselves of UE 
leadership by legal means.” Even in the face of such apathy of na- 
tional CLO officers, UE lost thousands of its members to the UAW. 


'Mr. Carey's letter to Mr. Cordiner dated May 25, 1951. 

” Tames B. Carey, Current Biography, vol. 12, No. 7 (July 1951), p. 18 
Daily Labor Report No. 65: A—13, April 2, 1948 
Daily Labor Report No. 72: A-—11, April 13, 1948. 
New York Times, October 7, 1948. 
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It is interesting to speculate on how many more thousands of members 
UE would have lost then or even before, if Carey and other CIO na- 
tional officers had been willing to furnish them leadership and a means 
of escape promptly when such widespread local dissatisfaction wit) 
UE began. There would seem room for little doubt that after UE had 
been approved by CIO from 1946 to 1949 many people found it hard 
to believe that its expulsion was for communism alone. 

We know of no evidence that Mr. Carey in 1948 assisted any em 
plovees in our industry to get out of the UE and into the UAW. An 
explanation for this may readily be ana by those who believe that 
there is keen competition between Mr. Carey and Mr. Reuther for 
leadership of the CIO at such time as Mr Murray resigns.** In one 
discussion, as we recall it, concerning the future leade rship of the CIO. 
he has asked us why he should not aspire to such position and said that 
he would have thought we would help rather than hinder such 
aspirations. 

If the full record indicates, as we think it does, that Carey preferred 
to keep UE intact and recapture it from within—rather than have it 
dismembered by withdrawals—it would seem apparent that the “lib. 
eration” of employees from a supposedly Communist dominated labor 
union was not nearly as vital to him as was his own personal ad- 
vancement or stature in the polities of the labor movement. 

Whatever were and are Carey’s motives, the record is clear that 
during about 10 years, he and the CIO national office permitted former 
UE members to remain as what Carey now calls “resentful captives” 
of UE. But even worse, Carey and the CIO national office allowed 
additional thousands of innocent Americans in the electrical industry 
to be led into such captivity with the assurances that UE was en- 
dorsed and approved by the CIO. Of about 100,000 GE employees 
alone, who in 1950 were represented by UE, roughly 65,000 of them 
were in bargaining units which had been certified to the UE with 
Carey’s tacit approval as a national CIO officer after (according to 
Carey himself) it had become so clear that the UE was Communist- 
dominated. 

No amount of distortion or reckless charges can confuse this record 
so as to shift to employers a responsibility which belongs so clearly 
on the shoulders of CIO officers. 

The next and final real question raised by Carey’s testimony is— 


CAN CONGRESS SAFELY RELY ON ANTI-COMMUNIST UNIONS TO KEEP COMMUNISTS OU1 
OF UNION LEADERSHIP 


Carey has told us many times in private of his personal great 
ability to identify Communists. His chief counsel, Mr. Ben Sigal, 
has made a similar claim to this committee that unions would be far 
more efficient in identifying Communists than would a public board 
composed only of public members. Yet when Mr. Carey testified be 
fore the Kersten committee in 1948, and despite his many intervening 
public charges of “communism,” he stated that he had no personal 
information that the UE leaders, whom he most frequently attacks, 
were Communists.*° He very carefully refrained from charging that 


5! Modern Industry. October 15, 1951, p. 91. See also, Business Week, September 1° 
1951. pp. 30, 32: and Fortune, November 1951, pp. 54, 56. 
% Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 98. 
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they were Communists—in spite of a contemporaneous statement 
about UE that as early as 1939 it had become “easy to spot the Com- 
munists”—and stated it didn’t make any difference, “because of the 
fact that a door opener for the Communist Party is worse than a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party.” * 

In this so difficult and complex area involving the reputation, good 
name, and right of all citizens to be free from unjust accusations, we 
know of no Carey formula for determining who are really “Commu- 
nists” which does not require that he or his associates should be ac- 
knowledged as the experts in the field. 

What should be of especially grave concern to this committee is 
that Mr. Carey not only claims an extraordinary ability to identify 
Communists, but he also claims to have and acts as though he had 
some infallible means for quickly determining when a Communist of 
many years has honestly re padi ated his past. In at least one recent 
instance, two UE labor organizers resigned one week from UE and 
the Communist Party.” The following week one of them was hired 

y Mr. Carey’s IUE, while the other one’s pledge of support was 
proudly 1 ator by an IDE official. 

If Mr. Carey has some superior or special means for detecting and 
preve mine infiltration of his ranks by his enemies it would seem that 
the public : and his members should be advised of how he can be certain 
that such persons will be more trustworthy in the LUE than they were 
the week before in the UE. 

Senator Humenrey. I am quite impressed by the documentation 
in your statement. You cite in the footnote the TUE-CIO News and 
the Chieago Daily Tribune. 

Mr. Barron. We thought we would run the gamut. 

Senator Humpurey. | think both of them are fine publications. 
was just impressed that you had used both ends of the spectrum. 

Mr. Barron. Within various locals of the General Electric Co. 
there have been since 1950 more than 100 IUE officers or representa- 
tives who at some previous and recent time were officers or repre- 
sentatives of the UE. Thus, at many IUE locations, particularly 
our bigger plants, we now deal with many of the same poreee who 
were UE representatives just a few years ago. Neither before nor 

ifter these men left UE to join IUE have we felt qualified to deter- 
mine whether they were responsive to orders of the Kremlin. For 
some of these men, we had before, and we continue to have consid- 
erable respect. For some others, we had before and continue to have 
now, somewhat less enthusiasm. 

Our experience, for whatever it may be worth to this subcommittee, 
does not indicate that long-established views and habits of thought, 
or ethical standards change at all when a man leaves the UE and joins 
the IUE. Even though Mr. C arey may think that joining the IUE 
automatically converts a poor security risk into a good one, it is hard 
for us = accept that opinion as anything other than a good example 
of Mr. Carey’s convenience and expediency hard at work. 

From the expressed views of both Mr. Murray and Mr. Carey. we 
cannot be the least bit certain that Mr. Carey genuinely on honestly 
will not tolerate an avowed Communist as a representative of his 


* Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 117. 
7IUE-CIO News, January 9, 1950. 
“Chicago Daily Tribune, January 12, 1950. 
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National IUE or one of its locals. As late as May 1949, the executive 
board of the CIO adopted a resolution * which demanded resignation 
of members of the executive board who were unwilling to carry out 
the instructions of the CIO conventions. At that late date, Mr. Mur 
ray was quoted * as saying the resolution did not interfere with a 
man’s “political beliefs,” and that— 


A man can be a Communist and still be on the board, if he adheres to the 
policies of the CIO. 
More simply, Mr. Carey was quoted as saying it meant a man— 
can be a Communist, but he can’t act like one.“ 


These comments and the resolution itself further substantiate the 
previous opinion we have reported to you“ that it seemed to us that 
certain unions had been expelled by the ClIO— 

not because they were found to constitute a danger or threat to the country 
but chiefly because they had refused to follow the political and other policies 
which had been adopted and endorsed by the CIO. 

To the best of our knowledge, Mr. Carey has not, since the forma 
tion of his anti-Communist IU E (CIO) union, indicated precisel) 
what measures his national office or his local unions take to deal with 
the problem of Communists. As late as September 1946 Mr. Carey 
is quoted as having said that, since the CIO takes into membership 
employees from all walks of life, CIO could not get rid of its Com 
munists by “suppression.” According to him, the CIO being demo 
cratic “cannot suppress Communists” but must handle them, fellow 
travelers or sympathizers, “in our own way” **—whatever that may 
mean. 5 

In view of this, and Mr. Carey’s and Mr. Murray’s above-quoted 
views, we cannot help but wonder whether it is still Mr. Carey’ 
actual policy to tolerate a Communist within his official family or as 
an officer of one of his locals so long as the man does not act like one. 
However, at least one president of a non-GE-IUE local has refused 
to testify under oath before a congressional subcommittee concerning 
his alleged Communist associations.“ We have been advised that 
when this man was promptly fired by his employer, not only did the 
man’s IUE local intercede but Mr. Carey himself became interested 
in the case and sought the man’s reinstatement. 

The IUE now has this case scheduled for arbitration in an effort 
to compel the employer to rehire the man in question. In our original 
report to you we noted that inquiries of this congressional committee 
had induced a major CIO international union (the UAW) to take 
over the administration of one of its large locals.* Ironically, how 
ever, the same investigation results in the anti-Communist IUE defend 
ing an IUE local president who was discharged when he refused to 
testify concerning his Communist connections. 


*® Daily Labor Report No. 97 : AA—1, AA-2, May 19, 1949. 

* New York World-Telegram editorial, May 21, 1949. 

4t New York World-Telegram editorial, May 21, 1949. 

“ GE's proposal to Humphrey subcommittee entitled “What To Do About Communism in 
Tnions,”’ March 21, 1952, p. 9. 

*® Daly, Red Blight in Union Gardens, Nation's Business, September 1946. 

“Cleveland Plain Dealer, April 19, 1952, p. 1; New York Times, April 19, 1952. 

“ GE’s proposal to Humphrey subcommittee entitled “What To Do About Communism in 
Inions,"* March 21, 1952, p. 11. 
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The IUE’s evidence, arguments, and briefs in this case should prove 
very interesting in light of Mr. Carey’s charges that employers are 
cooperating with Communists. 

Perhaps what Mr. Carey really means to charge is that employers 
are cooperating with suspected Communists who have not yet joined 
the IUE. 

We, therefore, submit that this subcommittee cannot safely refrain 
from recommending new legislation in reliance upon any assurances 
it has received that the anti-Communist or non-Communist unions 
will promptly, effectively, and permanently eliminate Communists 
from and keep them out of union offices. 

Senator Humpnrery. This is the end of the statement ? 

Mr. Barron. That is the end of our prepared statement with refer- 
ence to Mr. Carey, and now we would like to direct ourselves to the 
specific charges. 

Senator Humpnrey. Before we go on to this next part, I think it 
would be well to refresh the record in light of your reference to my 
statements and the subsequent statement which you read, I believe, 
from the IUE-CIO News. 

Mr. Barron. That is right. 

Senator Humrurey. On page 299 of the transcript to which you 
referred of June 13, 1952, volume VI—I do not want to take too 
much of your time, but I would like to go over the portions that 
pertain to my own comments. And I shall skip those comments which 
pertain to ra Carey’s comments. There was a colloquy going on 
between Mr. Carey and myself. 

Mr. Barron. Yes; the one you had introdue ed by raising the question 


of distinguishing between rank-and-file leadership. 

Senator Humeurey. That is correct, sir. There were other Senators 
that participated, and I shall also eliminate their comments for the 
purposes of brevity. 

On page 299 Senator Humphrey said : 


Mr. Carey, do you not think it would be well at this point to make some differ- 
entiation between what you are terming the UE—I imagine that a leadership 
group—and its rank-and-file membership? I happened to know a good number of 
the people of the UE in a couple of plants out in my own State, good substantial 
citizens. One of the plants is the Minneapolis Moline plant at Hopkins, Minn. I 
believe they have the contract there; do they not? 

Mr. Carry. Yes; they do. 

Senator HumpHrey. And a sizable number of workers in that plant. 

Mr. Carey. A sizable number; yes, sir. 

Senator HuMpureY. And most of those people, I will say, were just as decent 
and patriotic people as you can find. Would you not agree to that? 

Mr. Carey. Yes; and I think in a short time they will be part of the CIO again, 
as they were a part of the C1O before. 

Senator Humpurey. I think this point has to be made here when we talk about 
an organization such as the UE: that, as we do in terms of the Soviet Union, one 
thing is the Politburo, the leaders of the Kremlin; another one is the people 
themselves. 

I mean, after all, the Communist Party even in the Soviet Union is a minority, 
a very small minority of the total population. Here in the organization such as 
the UE, whatever you may think of its leadership, its leadership is not neces- 
sarily characteristic of every member of the organization. In fact, it would be 
my testimony, and my personal opinion from my intimate acquaintanceship with 
them, that the great rank and file, the overwhelming majority of these people, 
ire just as good persons as you Jim Carey are, or as Hubert Humphrey is, as a 
loyal citizen, or Senator Lehman or Senator Douglas or anyone else in this room. 
They are good substantial souls. 
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Then Mr. Carey made some comment to which I replied: 


Well, I had a delegation from the UE to see me from my home city just the 
other di: iy. I do not know how they were selected to come down, but one of these 
gentlemen spent a little time with me. He was interested in some legislative 
items, all of which I was interested in. He was interested in upholding the 
President’s veto in the tidelands, in our work on the “fair employment practices” 
bill before this committee. He was interested in the immigration bill. He was 
interested in Senator Hill’s amendment for oil for education. 

I have known this man. He came down and talked to me about those things 
I had a long visit with him. I was even surprised that he would even come to 
visit me after all of the pamphleteering that has been done. 


And I refer now to some of the documents which have been made 
available in my State. 


So, I had a good talk with him about his organization and his union. I think 
he is aware about what transpires in his organization, but he is equally aware 

‘the fact that a great bulk of his members are people who go to the Lutheran 
Church, the Baptist Church, or some other church, and have been good contrib- 
uting citizens to the community. Those people are to be pitied, and one should 
want to help them in every way that they can, to give them the kind of clean 
leadership that they justly deserve. 


And, proceeding on, I say here on page 303: 


senator Humpurey. I just want to conclude my part of the questioning on 
this, Mr. Carey. The reason I have done this is because sometimes in this kind 
of hearing one just feeds the fires of those who are just plain antiunion and 
just spreads the smear over al it unions. 

That, of course, would be a great disservice. As a matter of fact, one of the 
reasons that we have had a great deal of difficulty with making it plain to the 
American public and to the workers themselves the fact that certain unions 
re Communist-dominated is because too many irresponsible people have branded 
all unions as Communist-dominated. 

We were discussing this matter the other day with a gentleman from Ken 
tucky, I believe, where he said that in some small towns, as it is in my State, 
somebody will get up and charge any union, where we have, for example, the 
textile workers, both A. F. of L. and CTO, that have organized in some of the 
smaller communities, and frequently it is reported that the whole union, you 
know, is Communist. Why? Because they want 2 cents an hour more, or 5 cents 
an hour more. I think, during these hearings, that we have to make it crystal 
clear that that is not the kind of evidence thé ut we are engaged in or interested 
in. And, as I have said to some of the representatives of industry, they have 
aided and abetted this whole Communist infiltration procedure by promiscuous|) 
permitting some of their representatives to brand any legitimate activity on 
the part of workers as a socialistic or communistic enterprise. 

It is to that section that the comment was referring. But I was 
referring in that section to what I said earlier: that in the days when 
union organization was on its forward march in this country there 
was all too much—this is my personal opini ion—of this promiscuous 
charging of people who were duly and justifiably engaged in legiti- 
mate trade-union organization. They charged these people with being 
Communists, Socialists, collectivists, or whatever you wish to ¢ ill 
them. I have said, and will continue to say, that that did a gre st 
disservice for free collective bargaining and honest legitimate trade- 
unionism in this country. That is of the past. There is still some 
of it in the present, which I go on and mention. 

We had a report on the textile aaa in some parts of our country. 
We found the same pattern again. I only say that irresponsible 
charges of this kind do a disservice to legitimate American enterprise 
with its ¢ ounterpart of labor and man: iwement negotiations. 

Mr. Barron. The reading from your previous comments, I think, 
bears out the statement we made that the IUE misrepresented you 
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and we would paraphrase the statement with which you just con- 
cluded. For any newspaper to represent a Senator of the United 
States as eee in a conclusion that GE was engaged in a pro- 
gram such as Mr. Carey has charged, equally does a disservice to the 
company and een y as a whole. 

Senator Humpenrey. The chairman of this committee is not ready 
to make any evaluations until the hearing is over. 

Mr. Barbash, do you want to pursue any line of inquiry ? 

Mr. Barnasnu. I think there are some questions that are partic u- 
larly relevant to this portion of your testimony, Mr. Barron, and if I 
may I would like to discuss those questions. 

Mr. Barron. I assume we will be permitted to come back. I take it 
you will permit me to go on further and get this in the record. We 
will be available this afte srnoon, and I would far prefer to get our whole 
case in and then we are available for all your questions. 

Senator Humpurey. I think we shall proceed as you suggest. We 
do have Mr. Matles and Mr. Nixon on this afternoon, and I will cut 
the lunch hour short, if you do not mind, and we will get back here a 
little sooner. 

Mr. Barron. That is fine. 

Senator Humpnrey. We can always eat. 

Mr. Barron. We hope we can. 

Senator Humpurey. Two things a man wastes a lot of time at are 
eating and sleeping. 


SECTION 2. DISCUSSION OF CAREY s FALSE AND BASELESS CHARGES 


CAREY'S GENERAL CHARGE WAS THAT, WITHOUT THE DEI IBERATE, ACTIVE ASSISTANCE 
OF LARGE ELECTRICAL COMPANIES, PARTICULARLY GE, UE COULD NOT HAVE SURVIVED 


Mr. Barron. Mr. Carey’s ridic ‘ulous general theme that many em- 
ployers cooperate with and assist UE was first made while UE was a 
CIO union. It has been regularly repeated since IUE was formed 
in 1949, but it has never been substanti: a Initi: lly, as noted below, 
other companies seem to have been Mr. Carey’s ¢ hief ti irget for this 

charge, but since 1949 it has been made with particular emphasis on 
General Electric. 

We have been wholly unable to form any definite opinion as to why 
Mr. Carey continues to make but never prove these foolish charges. 
The only possible reasons we can imagine for his continuation of this 
conduct and the particular vehemence with which he attacks General 
as ne: 

Mr. Carey may feel that he is not making progress fast enough 

in aan direction of dis} acing the UE and he may feel that he needs 
an alibi before his me ahi rs and the public. 

Mr. Carey’s ideas about effective labor organizing were acquired 
among his ear ly associates in the old days when the CIO welcomed and 
used extensively the assistance of Communists who, unfortunately, 
indoctrinated too many of the then young, aggressive labor leaders 
with the belief that the most effective device for organizing was to be 
violently antiemployer. As Jate as 1948, Mr. Carey was still of the 
opinion that “* * * your seasoned Stalinist, to give the devil his 
due, is often a hot-shot labor salesman.” “ Although he should under- 
stand by now that the Communists used this violent antiemployer de- 
vice not merely for union organization purposes but also to foment 


—_—___. 


““Carey : We’ve Got the Reds on the Run, American Magazine, September 1948, p. 50 
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the so-called “class struggle” he gives no indication at all that he 
thinks the device is any less honest, fair, or effective a means for organ- 
izing a union now than when it was per fected years ago by his early 
associates. In fact, since he keeps advising us to the effect that he is 
going to “out-Commie the Cominies and be more militant than they 
are,” “ we have come to expect and accept these irresponsible anti 
employer attacks as a major part of his concept of “militancy.” 

3. His recent special antagonism toward General Electric can only 
be related to the theory he expressed to your subcommittee that what- 
ever General Electric does sets a pattern in the electrical industry. 
Consequently, in order to be as effective as he would like to be in nego- 
tiations and other dealings with various employers, he may think it 
necessary to either intimidate us or give the impression to others that 
he can or will do so. 

Mr. Barsasn. You stated that he is out to “out-Commy the Com- 
mies and be more militant than they are.” Then you state in your 
footnote of your prepared statement as follows: 

Mr. Carey has explained this in less precise terms when he wrote that one of 
the necessary techniques to unseat the Communists was “the creation of a mili- 
tant, progressive program far in advance of the bogus progressivism of the 
Communists.” 

Is that what he said? 

Mr. Barron. We find that to be, let us say, a public expression of 
what he has privately told us before, that he is going to be more mili- 
tant, and we are simply suggesting that his cone cept of militancy is to 
be far out in advance in being antiemploy er. 

Mr. Boutware. These quotes up above here are familiar expression: 
he uses to us in negotiations. 

Mr. Barrasn. The footnote at the bottom, however, refers to some- 
thing he has written somewhere ? 

Mr. Barron. That is cited as “Mr. Carey: ‘We've Got the Reds on 
the Run, American Magazine, September 1948, page 121.” That is 
part of his article. 

Senator Humpurey. I think it would be a sound principle for those 
who believe in democn atic traditions to get a little more zip in their 
souls. There are a lot of sophisticated souls running around who 
think that they can whip this menace of communism by just meditating 
about it. I think a little extra activity—and I am not speaking onl; 
of the union movement—but a little extra activity all the way through 
on behalf of good causes with a little zeal to perform would be good 
tonic these day s. We havea lot of people who are anti- Communist— 

Mr. Barron. That is exactly why we are here. 

Senator Humpurey (continuing). People who spend their time 
talking about it, and we have other people who are unwilling to talk 
for it or work for it. 

We occasionally see some demonstration of that. Every time we 
get ready to reduce the military budget or every time we get ready 
to reduce the foreign-aid program or get ready to cut down the ex 
change program, or every time we get ‘ready to emasculate our great 
antennal 


47 Mr. Carey has explained this in less precise terms when he wrote that one of the nec¢ 
sary techniques to unseat the Communists was “the creation of a militant, progressive p! 
gram far in advance of the bogus progressivism of the Communists.” Carey: We've Got 
the Reds on the Run, American Magazine, September 1948, p. 121. 
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policy of defense of this country in the Mutual Security Program, we 
have a lot of anti-Communist speeches. Each speech is worth about 

$500,000 in terms of the reductions in the necessary appropriations and 
the budget to do the job around here. I have caught on to that, and 
{ have only been here 4 years. I have found out the w ay you balance 
the budget in the struggle against communism. You balance it by 
giving speeches against the Commies, and that is worth two or three 
hundred million dollars, and you just reduce the Air Force. We even 
had some people trying to reduce the atomic-energy program the other 
night. They were going to reduce that and cut that in half. They do 
that by filling the C ongressional Record with a lot of things that even 
the American people “will not read, much less the people in the 
Kremlin. 

I am of the opinion that that is false economy. Now, I have gotten 
my licks in when Congress was over. I did get that off my chest. 

‘But I still want to go back and say a little ze sal on the part of anybody 
does not hurt. 

Mr. Barron. We agree with you; we certainly do. 

Senator Humrurey. I think the term “out-Commy the Commies” 
is an unfortunate term, whoever may have used it or wherever it may 
lave come from, because “out-Commy the Commies” does not imply 
what should be implied in terms of an effective prodemocratic, mean- 
ingful, progressive program, because that implies bad tactics. ‘There 
isa way to do this thing, though. 

Mr. Boutwarr. The end justifies the means; it seems to be that kind 
of approach. 

Senator Humrnrey. The spirit of the Christian martyr is what we 
need around here; people who are willing to sacrifice. 

Mr. Boutware. I love the crusader. 

Mr. Barron. Whatever may be Mr. Carey’s reasons, we expect that 
he will continue to make these charges as long as we continue to obey— 
us we shall—the laws of the land which compel us to sg with any 
union which the Government certifies to us. While Mr. Carey has 
siven other reasons for his opposition to new anti-C komt legisla- 
_ it is at least obvious to us that whenever such legislation is passed 
he will then be deprived of his stock in trade, which consists of using 
these charges for headline-getting purposes without ever having to 
produce any real evidence. 

Senator Humpnrey. To be more specific, you are now referring to 
the National Labor Relations Act as amended, which, under the cer- 
tification procedures, requires an employer to bargain with the repre- 
sentative as certified, after duly conducted elections. Is that correct? 

Mr. Boutware. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrry. Also that act prevents the employer from dis- 
charging a man because he may be a C ommunist; is that not true? 

Mr. Barron. No; I do not think that is true. 

Senator Humpurey. I mean from discharging a man because of 
his union activity ? 

Mr. Barron. That is right. 


PRIOR SIMILAR CHARGES NEVER PROVED 


The record shows that Mr. Carey has had, since 1948, three separate 


pportunities to credibly est: ablish his ch: arges, but has never been able 
to do so, 
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First, in 1948, the Kersten committee asked him for evidence to 
support his written assertion * that certain employers “would rather 
do business with Communists than with bona fide trade-unions.” 
Under cross-examination, all he could offer as proof to support the 
charge was one instance each at gy acne and RCA where em- 
ployees he ad been discharged who Mr. Carey asserted were anti-Com- 
munists.*® As to the only case he discussed in detail, we are advised 
that the employer's reason for the discharge was because of the em 
ployee’s chronic absenteeism, for which the employee had received 
many warning notices and suffered prior discipline. Of course, not 
a word of this was divulged to the committee. As to the only other 
man he named, Mr. Carey said that testimony should come from 
“someone more familiar with the actual details.” When asked for 
other instances of “cooperation with Communists,” Mr. Carey gave an 
amazing reply for one who had made so serious a charge, stating 
wei akly : 


Study would reveal any actual number of instances.” 


Deliberately or from sheer ignorance, Mr. Carey sought to give the 
committee the wholly untrue impression that ae the Taft-H. artley 
Act employees who were discharged because of activity in support of 
his faction of UE could not process unfair-labor-pr: actice charges 
before the NLRB, because UE at that time had not filed—as had 
not Mr. Carey—the necessary non-Communist affidavits.” 

Parenthetically, I am referring there to the fact that an individual 
always has been able to file an unfair-labor-practice charge as an 
individual even though his union has not filed the non-Communist 
aflidavits. 

Mr. Bernsrern. Mr. Barron, at that point, should not some notice 
*be taken of the fact that up to about 1949. when there were several! 
significant unions that had not filed non-Communist affidavits, it was 
not uncommon for such unions to protect themselves from attack by 
outside unions through NLRB certification proceedings by simply 
allowing their contracts to renew where they had automatic renewal 
clauses without attempting to renegotiate? For renegotiation would 
have opened up contracts and pe srmitted the institution of repre 
sentation proceedings, so that employers dealing with such unions 
had the benefit of not having to renegotiate on wages. That was not 
an uncommon thing. It may not have been your particular experi 
ence, but it did happen in quite a few instances; did it not? 

Mr. Barron. I pose as no expert as to negotiations during that 
period. I would question your statement that “that was not an un 
common thing.” I also believe that the reopening of contracts reall) 
is not related to the Communist affidavit at all. 

Mr. Bernsrern. Except to this extent: To fill out the record a bit, 
where there is existing a valid contract, a rival union cannot come il 
and successfully procure NLRB elections. Is that so? 

Mr. Barron. That is so, but your statement was that they allowed 
the contracts to automatically renew. 

Mr. Bernstein. That is right. 


* Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 13. 
‘Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 29 through p. 38. 

Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 36. 

‘< Kersten committee, vol. 1, p. 31. 
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Mr. Barron. Anytime that you reach a period when it is about to 
automatically renew, then, as you know, under the Mill B doctrine, 
the period immediately prior to that renewal date is the period when 
any rival union may come in. 

Mr. Bernstein. If you give notice. Say there is a 60-day renewal 
clause, and if you give notice prior to the 60 days and the contract 
is not renewed, the union is susceptible to being displaced in an NLRB 
election until they conclude a new contract. Many unions minimize 
that chance by not renewing, by not giving notice and permitting the 
Mill B date to be passed, and the reby permitting the contract to run 
another 1 or 2 years. 

Mr. Barron. I think you would have great difficulty in establishing 
that was the purpose of the union. It may have been, but I have not 
studied that phase of the problem; so, I would not be able to concur 
in or dissent from your view on it. 

Second: in 1950, Mr. Carey sought and, after his staff had con- 
ferred with Congressman Kelly, was successful in getting a subcom 
mittee of the House Education and Labor Committee established to 
investigate activities of managements in support of Communist- 
controlled or Communist-dominated unions.” We, of course, pre- 
pared to appear before the ve but we never heard from it. 
and the matter died quietly after Mr. Carey had enjoved his expected 
newspaper headlines. Our unofficial and unconfirmed information 
was that the committee abandoned the project after referring Mr. 
Carey’s charges about us toa former official of the NLRB who advised 
that the charges would not hold up. 

Third; following the GE union elections in 1950, Mr. Carey again 
presented many of these same charges to the NURB as reason for 
setting aside elections which IUE lost at Schenectady, N. Y., and at 
Erie, Pa.’ Again Mr. Carey captured his headlines. We prepared 
for a full-se: ale investigation of the charges, and again = were given 
io opportunity to present our side of the case when Mr. SATey quietly 
withdrew his objections to the elections after * pre Titan ry invest) 
gations had been conducted by the Board. 

Senator Humpurey. Was that election between the UE and the 
IVE? 

Mr. Barron. Those were our big elections of 1950 between the UE 
ind the IVE which arose out of the - oe — the union. It was 
not exclusively between the UE and IVE by any means. There were 
. or 10 other unions who came in and got eae the free for all. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. 

Mr. Barsasu. Was it not also true that the unfair labor practices 
n this case were withdrawn because otherwise there could be no 
bargaining until they were withdrawn ¢ 

Mr. Barron. No; that is not true. It is partially true. For the 
units in question as to which objections had been filed to the election 
there could, of course, be no negotiations. However, this was a big 
election, involving over 100 units and after it was over we found that 
there were only a very small percentage of units where the results 

were chi lenged. So, at that time we commenced our national nego 


= Daily Labor Report No. 29: A—9. February 2, 1950: IUE-CIO News January 23, 1950 

'Matter of General Electric Co. ; 5-RM-—114, etc.. 89 N. L. R. B. 726 

“Telegram to GE from NLRB, reprinted in GE Employee Re la tio ms Newsletter, Jul 
14, 1950 


90484-—52 28 
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tiations with both the UE and the IUE, but made it specifically clear 
that those national negotiations would not cover any of the locations 
where the representation issue had not yet been settled. 

Those negotiations went on from June, as I recall, until September 
sometime. So, I do not think that the delay in national negotiations 
would have been the occasion for withdrawing those charges. 

Mr. Barpasu. It is not inconceivable, however ¢ 

Mr. Barron. The national negotiations commenced immediately 
after most but not all of the certifications came. So, factually, that 
was not a consideration. Now, I am not saying—I do not say here— 
that the withdrawal is proof of innocence any more than the making 
of the charge is proof of guilt. I think Mr. Carey may have had 
other considerations of a tactical character which might have moti- 

vated him in withdrawing his objections. 

But we state that there is no doubt that if Mr. Carey’s charges 
could have been proved, these two elections would have been set 
aside. Since these were the only two large elections he failed to win, 
is it likely he would have withdrawn his objection if there was even 
a remote hope they would have been sustained ? 

Even apart from the oe the NLRB has been and continues 
available to protect Mr. Carey’s IUE union from any alleged em- 
ployers’ “active assistance a encouragement” of the UE. We invite 
him to file any such charges with the expert agency set up by Congress 
for that purpose, where a full investigation and determination of the 
facts may be had based on evidence and not speculation, conclusions, 
and opinion. 


“AREY CONDEMNS COURTS, JUDGES, AND EMPLOYERS ALIKE FOR FOLLOWING THE LAW 
WHERE HE IS CONCERNED 


Your record should certainly reflect the fact that not merely em 
ployers but even judges have been crudely and arrogantly insulted 
by Mr. Carey on occasions when they have failed to act exactly as he 
thought the *y should. Where judges have ruled in favor of the UE 
and against IUE on legal questions presented to them, Mr. Care) 
has been reported as urging that the jurist “be sent pink carnations 
shaped like sickles,” * of urging local IUE officers “to defy irrespon 
sible actions of irresponsible and ignorant judges.” * and has assailed 
the jurists as “stupid,” “two-bit injunction judges,” and “ignorant 
judges.” ** He is also reported as having said in outlining his pro 
gram of defiance of judicial decisions: “I might advise you that th 
CIO is not without influence in this country.” * 


SPECIFIC CAREY CHARGES 


It would unnecessarily burden this subcommittee and lengthen yout 
record if we were to attempt to correct each and every falsehood 0 
distortion in Mr. Carey’s testimony before you. Practically ever) 
thing he said here about GE’s purposes and policy was either an out 
right f: ilsehood, a gross distortion of fact, or an ingenious and spect 
lative opinion. 


5 Dai ly L abor Re port No. 217: A 8, November 8, 1949 
‘Daily Labor Report No. 230 AA-—1, November 29, 1949. 
7 New York World Teleg zyram, December 5, 1949. 

® New York World Telegram, November 30, 1949. 
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Therefore, in our written statement concerning Carey’s specific 
charges we are limiting ourselves to those charges which seemed to 
be of most import ance or of most interest to the committee. 

We want it clear, however, that we intentionally elected to appear 
in person before you rather than accepting the alternative you sug- 
gested of submitting no more than a written statement. We are here 
in person to giv e you every opportunity to question us on any and all 
doubts, suspicion, or confusion you may have as a result of Mr. Carey’s 
testimony. We not only are willing to have the facts fully explored 
but we urge you in all fairness to give us the opportunity to set at rest 
any slightest doubts created by Mr. Carey which you may have con- 
cerning the good faith and honesty of our views and conduct. We 
will remain with you as long as you wish to make impartial inquiry 
into the facts. 

Senator Humrnrey. May I say here that the only reason I am at 
the meeting today is because I felt this testimony ought to be com- 
— I told the men from the UE that I was willing to hear the 
balance of their testimony, and I wanted to hear yours also. We could 
have asked both of you to just submit a statement. 

Mr. Barron. We certainly appreciate the opportunity afforded us. 

Senator Humpnrey. I do not want people who feel aggrieved or 
who felt they have been dealt with unfairly to not have an ms rhe 
ity. I think they should have the right to express themselves and set 
the record straight as they see it. That will alw: ays be the procedure 
which we follow here. 

Mr. Barron. With this understanding, let us consider the specific 
charges made by Mr. Carey to support his broader conclusion. 


GE'S ALLEGED “DIVIDE AND RULE” PRINCIPLE 


Mr. Carey claims GE has for many years followed a “divide and 

rule” policy designed to (1) discourage unions and keep its employees 
“incapable of concerted action”; (2) encourage multiple union or- 

ganizations so that “a dozen or more unions will fight each other’ 
(3) encourage factionalism. 

NLRB and other records refute these charges. 

We were one of the earliest large industri al companies to recognize 
and deal with unions—some of our union relations go back to the 
early 1900’s. IUE’s large Lynn local is nothing but the outgrowth of 
| union recognized by us during the First World War. 

In the 1930’s, while others were still fighting unionization in the 
courts and elsewhere, we were among the first large companies which 
were willing to bargain on a single national basis for widely scattered 
plants represented by Mr. Carey’s various local UE (CIO) unions. 
We did this although we recognized that this permitted those locals 
creater “concert of action.” 

While many employers have vigorously fought unionism, we are 
proud of, and honestly try to preserve, an NLRB record of noninter- 
ference with the right of our employees to be represented by whatever 
unions they wish, ‘In the hundreds of NLRB election campaigns held 
within GE over more than 15 years we are confident that the NLRB 
records will disclose scarcely an instance where General Electric inter- 
fered with our employees’ rights to choose their own unions without 
interference from us. Followi ing the NLRB elections of 1950 we were 


5 





430 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


thanked by the Board’s representative for our “splendid cooperation” 
with NLRB officials.” 

Such a record could never have been established if we had not seru 
pulously carried into practice our firm policy that our employees are 
free to organize unions if they wish to and we will not interfere with 
their legal right to do so. We have always advised our employees of 
our complete acceptance of this principle. 

As to encouraging multiple unions, Mr. Carey knows that only 
last January both GE and IUE joined cae in NLRB cases ™ to 
oppose efforts of UE (Independent) and IBEW (AFL) respec- 
tively, to split up LUE bargaining units at our peudanncnl and Pitts- 
field plants. Moreover, the records of the NLRB will also show that 

practically every one of our many NLRB representation proceed- 
ings, we have consistently urged a single bargaining unit as opposed to 
multiple bargaining units in our plants. The only exception to this 
is the general one recognized by the Board and industry generally, 
that salaried employees and hourly paid employees have diverse in- 
terests and should be separate bargaining units. 

As to encouraging fac itionalism, the only previous such charge 
we can recall was made by two of Mr. Carey’s present top lieutenants 
who were then leaders of UE not 1U Ep locals. They charged us with 
trying to “bust” their UE union when we published a message to GE 
employees entitled “Why Joe Wants Your Union.” We have avail- 
able for introduction as exhibits and as part of our statement, pho- 
tostatic copies of union messages published in 1948 which vou should 
note are signed by a Mr. Callahan and a Mr. Kelly who at the time 
were leaders in the UE. Mr. Kelly soon after was the first head of the 
IUE-GE conference board, which is in charge of our national 
gotiations, and Mr. Callahan is the present head of it. 

I think that these documents may be of particular interest to this 
subcommittee. 

Senator Humrurey. Do you have extra copies of those / 

Mr. Barron. Yes, we do. We have photostatic copies if that will 
be array 

ator Houmpnurey. We will place those in the record at this point 
‘he information referred to is as follows:) 


From Electrical Union News, October 15, 1948 


RS AND Boarp STRIKE Back AT COMPANY FOR ATTACK—RECENT Ap Is Las 
STRAW AS UNION Gors INTO ACTION 


Declaring the most recent advertisement released by the General Electric Co 
as the “last straw,” local 201 officers and board members at a special session held 
at Coulthard Hall, last Friday, voted to spare no expense in the campaign to bring 
the correct facts to the people of this community. 

Charging that the GE top management has embarked on a union-busting cam 
paign with no or little regard for truth, the union is determined to expose the 
company and all its dealings with the Government of Soviet Russia. 

“The company’s attack on the union,” said one official, “is, among other things 
a smoke screen to cover up its business dealings with the Government of Russia.’ 

It was revealed that in Lynn alone at least five representatives of the Russian 
Government had virtual freedom of movement throughout the gear division of tle 
River Works plant. The Russian representatives were also accorded the use of 
certain tools which was denied American workers in the shop itself. 


Telegram to GE from NLRB, reprinted in GE Employee Relations News Letter, Ju 
14. 1950 

° Matter of General Electric Co., 2-RC-—4101 (1952). Matter of General Electric Ct 
1~RC- 2441 (1952) 
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For some time the union has watched with interest a series of advertisements 
paid for by the GE which made their appearance in the press of the Nation. The 
first in the series of ads seemed innocuous enough, although union officials knew 
they were but the beginning of a pattern. 

What the pattern would be was finally revealed when an ad headed “Why Joe 
wants your union” appeared. Obviously the union busting was to be carried on 
under a false issue of Red baiting. This is considered to be indeed a strange 
issue, in view of the fact that no officer or member of the UE has ever been con 
victed in any court in the land, or at any fair and impartial hearing, of any overt 
or subversive acts against the United States Government. 

On the other hand, the history of the General Electric Co. is replete with find- 
ings of guilt for criminal conspiracy against the United States Government and 
other charges. 

A special meeting of the GE locals conference board was held in New York this 
week. A Nation-wide plan to expose the General Electric Co. as a union-busti 
agency will be worked out. 

Representing local 201 at the New York conference were President Hugh A. 
Joyce, Vice President Sidney E. Cushing, Business Agent Frederick M. Kelley, 
and Board Members Timothy F. Daly, John H. Foley, Leo Corcoran, and James 
Milton 


o 
~ 


Irom General Electric Co. New 
WH0'’s DoING BUSINESS W1TH JOE? 


UE-CIO Local 201 has always believed that what is bad for the General Elee- 
‘ric Co. is bad for its employees, and for that reason has never indulged in a 
nud-slinging contest with the company. 

The current blast of the General Electric Co., directed at its own employees, 
has so angered the more than 17,000 members of our union employed in the local 
plants that we are compelled to ask a few questions. 

Is the General Electric Co. now prepared to tell the public how many millions 
of dollars’ worth of contracts they hold with the Soviet Union? 

Will the company explain to the good people of our community why certain 
representatives of the U. S. S. R., namely: Comrades Lutzenko, Zolnikoyv, Ro- 
manuk, Andreev, and Kalenin have been given access to departments marked 
“Restricted Area” in the gear department of the River Works‘ 

Does the company now want to match its record of indictments and findings 
of guilt. for criminal conspiracy against the Government of the United States 
with the record of this union? 

Does the company care to make public its history of cartel agreements with 
foreign powers? 

Sure we're burned up. 

We want the public to know what our members already know—that the com- 
pany is out to bust our union and that such a campaign as their present one can 
ead to no good for the company, the union, our community, and our Nation. 

Hueu A. Joyce, President. 
FrevERICK M. Ketiey, Business Agent. 


[Irom Berkshire Evening Eagle, October 14, 1948] 
Wao Is Reatty Trying To TAKE OveR OuR UNION? 
We Believe It’s Charlie’ 
Here Are the Facts: 


(1) During the week end of August 28-29, 1948, the General Electric Co. met 
vith members of the Hartley committee to arrange for that committee's smear 
impaign against UVE-C1O. 

(2) Since early this year General Electric officials have been in constant touch 

th representatives of the Atomic Energy Commission in an attempt to get that 
Government agency to “order” GE to deny collective-bargaining privileges and 
benefits to hundreds of UE members in Schenectady. At no time did the com 
pany or the Commission see fit to discuss this matter with this union. 

(3) General Electric has refused to recognize UE at many plants where the 
workers have overwhelmingly expressed their desire to be represented by this 
union. The company, though publicly stating that it does not take “advantage” 


Charles FE. Wilson, president of General Electric Co 
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of the Taft-Hartley law, has repeatedly used the Taft-Hartley law as an excuse 
for its failure to bargain with UE at new plants. 

(4) General Electric strongly indicated in its “A plague on both your houses” 
ad, Eagle—September 28, 1948, that it will be satisfied with no union unless its 
members and leaders accept GE’s ideas on wages, hours, and working conditions. 

(5) General Electric has spent and is spending thousands of dollars through 
ads, comic books, etc., trying to convince its employees that the company is a 
“reat white father,’ while the union-obtained wage increases are the cause of 
high prices. 

UE will not be blackmailed into submitting to GE’s scheme to clamp govern- 
ment, or otherwise enforced “company unionism” on its employees. 

Who's doing business with Joe? 

UE-CIO Locals 254 and 255 have always believed that what is bad for the 
General Electric Company is bad for its employees, and for that reason has re- 
mained away from mud-slinging contests with the company. 

The current attacks on this union by GH, directed against its own employees, 
has so angered the thousands of UE members here in Pittsfield that we are com- 
pelled to ask a few pertinent questions. 

Is the General Electric Co. now prepared to tell the public how many millions 
of dollars’ worth of contracts it holds with the Soviet Union? 

Will the company explain to the good people of our community why Certain 
representatives of the U. 8S. S. R., namely: Comrades Lutzenko, Zolnikov, Rom 
anuk, Andreey, and Kalenin have been given access to departments marked 
“restricted area” in the gear department of the Lynn River Works? 

Does the company now want to match its record of indictments and findings 
of guilt for criminal conspiracy against the Government and people of the 
United States with the record of this union? 

Does the company care to nake public its history and records of cartel agree 
ments and price-fixing agreements with foreign powers and American corpora- 
tions? 

Sure we’re burned up. 

We want the public to know what our members now realize—that the General 
Electric Co. is set to bust our union and that such a campaign as their present 
one can lead to no good for the company, the union, the employees, our com 
munity, and our country. 

We accept your challenge, Mr. Wilson and Mr. Boulware. If you bust this 
union, you will succeed in doing what the enemies of the people have been trying 
to do for years—we don’t intend to permit you to break down the very things that 
our forefathers, Washington, Jefferson, Lincoln, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and other 
great leaders of the people lived and died for. 

Unitrep Evecrricar, RADIO AND MACHINE WORKERS 
oF AMERICA, CIO LOCALS 254 AND 255, 

IvAN W. Lop, President, Local 254. 

FRANCIS W. Jacquot, President, Local 255. 

JoHn H. CaLttanan, Business Agent, Local 255. 


Mr. Barron. Why these men who were so soon to become important 
officials of the “anti-Communist” LUE so resented our message about 
the dangers of communism we have never been able to understand 
especially as they are normally responsible citizens for whom we have 
a great deal of respect. 

Senator Humpnrey. How do you feel about getting lunch? Shall! 
we come back at 1 o’clock ¢ 

Mr. Barron. Any time would be satisfactory with me. 

Senator Humpurey. We are at a breaking point in your testimony 
We will recess at this time and come back here at 1: 15. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee was recessed to be re- 
convened at 1:15 p. m. this same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


The committee reconvened at 1:15 p. m., upon the expiration of 
the recess. 
Senator Humpurey. The subcommittee will come to order. 


STATEMENTS OF LEMUEL R. BOULWARE, VICE PRESIDENT; WIL- 
LIAM J. BARRON, LABOR RELATIONS COUNCIL; AND GEORGE H. 
PFEIF, MANAGER OF UNION RELATIONS, GENERAL ELECTRIC 
CO.—Resumed 


Senator Humenrey. Mr. Barron, do you want to continue? 
Mr. Barron. Yes, sir. 
I had just gotten to: 


tHE FANTASTIC CHARGE CONCERNING THE WALLACE “THIRD PARTY’? MOVEMENT IN 1948 


Mr. Carey claims that GE in 1948 “studied and foresaw the develop- 
ments of the Wallace Third Party movement”; that GE abetted UE’s 
ae ; ae om 
campaigning for Wallace within our plants so as to keep UE too busy 
to handle grievances and other union business; that, with our con- 
nivance, UE failed to process grievances and got things so fouled up 
that GE was thereby excused from granting wage increases in 1949. 

The only reason we note this ridiculous charge is that it demon- 
strates how ingenious, inventive, and unrestr: ‘ined Mr. C arey is in 
devising his charges without any substance at all. Not a single thing 
we did or said would have formed any basis for so wild an assertion 
of fact as his claim %* that— 

GE’s labor-relations department studied very closely the beginnings of Henry 
Wallace’s fantastic “Third Party” venture. GE understood more clearly than 
thousands of Americans that Wallace’s Progressive Party was no “third party,” 
but a creation of the Communists at the direct instigation of the Kremlin. 


Needless to say, we had made no such study and we had no special 
knowledge. We quote the charge only to ask: 


How can anyone believe or accept as reliable a person who would offer such a 
speculative, theoretical, and false a statement as one of fact? 

GE did not “look the other way” as Wallace leaflets were distributed 
in our buildings. We have consistently prohibited distribution of 
volitie al literature of any kind within our plants. 

In appraising the accuracy of Mr. Carey’s charge about 1948 
conditions in our plants, your subcommittee should note that Mr. 
Carey testified before the Kersten committee in September 1948, 
at the very time when, according to him, this alleged program was 
in fullswing. At that time Mr. Carey was charging other employers, 
Lut not GE, with collusion with the UE. If there was any such 
alleged GE program, why didn’t Mr. Carey tell the Kersten com- 
uittee about it? Why has he never mentioned it before / 


CAREY’S CHARGE CONVICTS HIS OWN IUE LOCAL OFFICERS OF NEGLECT OF DUTY 


If your committee really wants to find out whether, ae 1948, 
grievances and other union business were neglected in GE ‘plants, 


*« Humphrey subcommittee, vol. 6, p. 37. 
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we suggest you call before you some of Mr. Carey’s top present or 
former local IUE leaders, such as Mr. Fred Kelly, of Lynn, Mass.; Mr. 
John Callahan, of Pittsfield; and Mr. Fitzmaurice, of Cleveland; o1 
a former LUE local leader, Mr. Dallas Smith, of Fort Wayne. These 
men have been vigorous, aggressive, but in our opinion, honest union 
leaders. During 1948 and 1949 they represented large and important 
UE locals which in 1950 ot “y we re able to deliver ready-made, lock, 
stock, and > rel, into Mr. Carey's ¢ amp. 

if Mr. Carey’s aacieaiae of UE negligence, apathy, and pre 
eer with the Wallace ¢ ampaign in 1948 were true, it would 
do no more than convict of neglect of duty those very TUE leaders 
who were then UE leaders but who shortly thereafter presented him 
with most of his GE following. 


FALSE CLAIM GE SAVED MILLIONS IN WAGI NCREASES IN 1949 


It is furthermore untrue, as Mr. Carey implies but skillfully avoids 
saying, ina the 1949 general pattern of union negotiations provided 
auto, steel, and rubber workers new wage gains while “GE employees 
received not a penny more in their pay enve lope ae 

By creating the false impression that major union aercenn in 
these other industries provided for wage increases in 1949, Mr. Carey 
claims GE was saved millions of dollars that year by what he calles 
UE’s “crusade to elect Henry Wallace President.” 

Mr. Carey knows full well that 1949 was the year when the pattern 
set by the major auto, steel, and rubber agreements was one which 
provided only for new or improved pension and insurance arrange 
ments and not for wage increases.’ For the most part, any new wage 
increases negotiated in 1949 within these industries were only among 
smaller companies. General Electric, unlike many of the other com- 
panies which Mr. Carey likes to compare us, already had employee 
pension and insurance programs substantially equal in benefits to 
those which began setting the pattern in late 1949. In addition, when 
the trend of major union negotiations became discernible, GE, 
in October negotiations ® with the UE, offered to improve these pen 
sion and insurance arrangements so as to make the total of their old 
and new values equivalent to the plans which appeared to be develop- 
ing in the steel industr Vy and elsewhere. 

This offer legally had to be terminated when the IUE-CIO was 
formed in November 1949, and raised the question of which union 
was the re dh ntative of the majority of employees. 

Thus it was the claims asserted by Mr. Carey himself, and the 
aa Sealed and turmoil, which resulted in no change in GE’ 
benefit plans in 1949. As to new wage increases, no increases were 
in the picture at GE, or elsewhere, throughout the industry. 


CLAIM THAT GE AIDED UE IN NLRB 1950 ELECTIONS 


We believe that any qualified representative of the National Labor 
Relations Board familiar with our 1950 elections will advise this com- 
mittee that it was only the action taken by GE, in filing petitions wit! 
NLRB, which made it possible for Mr. Carey to get elections as quickly 


U. S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics Monthly Report on Current 
Developments, for the vear 1949, and January, February, and March of 1950. 
etter to VE dated October 20, 1949. 
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as he did and at many locations where at the time he probably had no 
membership at all. 

This arises from the fact that under NLRB regulations a union, 
in order to secure a board election, usually must show an existing 
membership of at least 30 percent of the unit it claims to represent, 
when it files its petition.” IUE filed a petition for a single unit 
covering approximately 100,000 employees, but which the Board ulti- 
mately ‘found constituted 100 appropriate bargaining units. 

Mr. Carey, from all we could observe, did not have any substantial 
membership at many of our locations. Moreover, it was our firm 
opinion that the single Nation-wide bargaining unit he claimed would 
never have been found appropriate by the Board. 

In this situation, and by simply oan, no action at all, we had 
an obvious and easy way to embarrass Mr. Carey, delay the elections, 
and put him to great financial expense—if we ea id wanted to use it. 

Senator Humpnrey. Might I interrupt ? 

Mr. Barron. Yes. 

Senator Humrurey. Is it not a fact that the showing of interest 
requirement was not in terms of membership, but in terms of the 
desire of employees shown in different ways to have a union represent 
them ¢ 

Mr. Barron. That is correct. If you mean the actual signing of 
a card and payment of initiation fee; yes. But the showing of interest 
means that the NLRB requires the petitioning union to show some 
signed cards that 30 percent of the employees in the bargaining unit 
it wants have designated the petitioning union as their bargaining 
‘epresentative. 

Mr. Bernstern. It does not have to be a signed card; it can be a 
petition or—— 

Mr. Barron. Yes; any fashion at all. 

Mr. Bernstern. In fact, the NURB, regardless of whether any- 
body raises the question, administratively determines whether or 
not the record showing of interest has been made. 

Mr. Barron. Definitely. The Board will inquire into that on its 
own. It is merely a rule of convenience that the Board has estab- 
lished for itself. As they explain it, they have found that there is 
just no use wasting their time and Government money holding elec- 
tions unless a petitioning union is able to come forward and show it 
has the support of approximately 30 percent of the unit. That is the 
reason for the rule. 

Going back to Mr. Carey’s Nation-wide bargaining unit, and over 
100,000 employees : 

We proved we had no preferences or desires to assist UE when, 
merely to afford our employees an opportunity to vote promptly for 
their choice of unions, we took Mr. Care v off the hook by filing our 
own petitions for an NLRB election. This, under NLRB rules, made 
it unnecessary for the IUE to show any membership at all.** This 
relieved Mr. Carey of the need to spend either the time or the thou- 
sands of dollars he otherwise would have had to spend in order to 
sign up sufficient membership cars to get an NLRB election on the 
rength of his own petition. 


St 


Statements of Procedure, ‘ 
Statements of Procedure, 2 
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We invite the committe to check the accuracy of the above state- 
ments with NLRB officials familiar with the 1950 elections. Its com- 
plete accuracy, however, should be apparent from the fact that Mr. 
Carey withdrew his petition and elections were conducted pursuant to 
the GE petitions.® 

Mr. Carey told your committee that. “UE was enabled to with- 
stand IUE-CIO’s first assault and then entrench itself, an advantage 
that reridered UE’s subsequent defeat much more difficult.” If his 
theory is sound, our action—while not taken for the purpose of help- 
ing either UE or [UE—was the only thing that prevented UE from 
getting additional time to “entrench itself” while he tried to get 
elections based on his own petition. 

In this connection, and in connection with the check-off question 
discussed below, Mr. Carey falsely claims that we filed our petitions 
at all locations because of doubts we had as to who was the bargaining 
representative desired by a majority of our employees. 

This is not so. Our petitions for elections were based only on the 
fact that there had been conflicting claims for recognition made upon 
us by IUE-CIO and the UE. At some locations, it was true that we 
could not tell whether a majority of our employees wanted IVE or 
wanted UE. At others, our people had seen not so much as a single 
LUE handbill or an TUE organizer and we had no indication at all 
that any employees were the least bit interested in the IUE, although 
Mr. Carey’s original demand for recognition claimed representation 
rights at all UE locations. We made no distinctions as between the 
two kinds of local situations, and sought elections for each merely 
on the theory that conflicting claims for recognition, arising from 
Mr. Carey’s over-all demand and UE’s continuing demand for bar 
gaining, had been made upon us. ‘Thus, IUE was given the unusual! 
opportunity of having elections held at many plants without having 
to spend a nickel for organizing purposes. We even filed for plants 
on the west coast, where practically everybody advised us that IUE 
had no following and wouldn’t win a single election—as they didn't. 
While it was not our purpose to aid either side by this procedure, 
there can be little doubt that the effect of our filing was of immeasur 
able assistance to the IUE. 

On this score, the UE wrote us™ charging that the company had 
“bailed out” the IUE— 
by petitioning for elections in 52 plant locations when the IUE was unable to 
show evidence of membership in any plant and did not even claim a paper 
charter in 34 of the plant locations where you petitioned. 

Mr. Burnasn. How did the elections turn out, Mr. Barron? 

Mr. Barron. The IUE won the most units and represents most of 
the employees involved. 1 am speaking in very general terms now. 
Perhaps somebody else could recall more accurately. 

Mr. Boutware. Forty elections for the UE and fifty elections for 
the IUE. 

Mr. Barron. The tabulation I have here has a preliminary sum 
mary. The IUE, according to the first tabulation, will represent some 
53,000 employees, while the UE will represent approximately 36,000 
employees. 

® Letter from NLRB to GE, dated February 17, 1950. 


* Humphrey subcommittee, vol. 6, p. 361. 
" UE letter dated February 10, 1950. 
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This report then notes that at this time there were runoff elections 
still scheduled—this was the first report. However, this ratio re- 
mained pretty much the same, and in terms of units represented, I 
think the TUE won in 56 units as against 46 for UE. 

Then, of course, there were other unions in the picture—the IAM, 
UAW, AFL, teamsters, die sinkers, pattern makers, and so forth. 

Mr. Bursasu. That answers my question. Thank you. 


CAREY'S CHARGE OF A COLLUSIVE CHECK-OFF AGREEMENT AS AID TO UE DURING THE 
ELECTIONS 


Mr. Barron. Since 1950, Mr. Carey has been making a charge of 
“collusion” concerning the new check-off cards used in 1950. 

If this committee will refer to Mr. Carey’s response when Senator 
Humphrey asked him what he meant by “collusive” arrangements,” 
you will observe that Mr. Carey carefully avoided giving the nor- 
mally accepted meaning of the word and the one which is given by 
Webster’s dictionary. 

The reason for this is quite obvious, since “collusion” is normally 
weepted and is defined as “a secret agreement and cooperation for a 
fraudulent or deceitful purpose.®® 

Consequently, when Senator Humphrey asked what Carey meant 
by a collusive arrangement, Mr. Carey was forced to give his own 
special and unique definition in order to avoid testifying falsely. 

Had Mr. Carey been honestly frank with the committee, he would 
have told them that he received his first information concerning the 
fact that new check-off cards were to be used by GE and would be 
used at only some locations, from Mr. George Pfeif, manager of GE’s 
union relations. This information was communicated to Mr. Carey 
voluntarily when the latter had called Mr. Pfeif wpon an entirely 
different matter. The conversation occurred the very day or the day 
following GE’s decision to accept the new check-off card forms. Mr. 
Carey, when given the information by Mr. Pfeif, voiced no objection 
whatsoever but expressed his thanks. Moreover, Mr. Sigal, counsel 
to the IUE, called Mr. Pfeif 2 days later and asked for the details 
concerning the new cards which Mr. Pfeif gave him. It is thus obvi- 
ous that whatever legal differences Mr. Carey may have had with 
us as to our duty under our contract to honor new check-off cards, 
le knows full well there was no secrecy, fraud, or deceit connected 
with the transaction. Yet “collusion” is the word he chooses to use 
to seek his headlines and mislead this subcommittee. 

Mr. Carey further implies that our initial withholding of check-off 
funds injured his IUE locals 7 despite the fact that as a | result of our 
prompt filing of an action of interpleader in the Federal courts, his 
or galiianliaa was able to make a prompt agreement with the UE to 
settle the litigation between them after we had been discharged from 
the case. 

Under this settlement IUE collected approximately $225,000 in 
check-off funds and UE received approximately $175,000—the amounts 
being determined by the outcome of the elections. Where neither 
union won the election the moneys were returned to the employees. 

* Humphrey subcommittee, vol. 6, p. 364. 


™ Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary (1951). 
’Humphrey subcommittee, vol. 6, pp. 366-367, 





438 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


It is obviously difficult to explain in a brief form what were essen- 
tially legal questions which arose in General Electric with reference 
to the check-off when similar questions involving other companies 
still remain unresolved after nearly 2 years of litigation. 

For the convenience of the subcommittee, we have discussed those 
problems in a footnote which, because of its length, is attached at the 
end of this statement.” 

Mr. Barsasu. May I ask you some questions about that, Mr. 
Barron ? 

Mr. Barron. Can we go on? 

Mr. Barpasnu. I want to get directly to that point while it is still 
fresh. 

Mr. Barron. All right. 

Mr. Barpasu. Was GE obligated to negotiate new check-off cards 
under its contract with UE? 

Mr. Barron. Our contract, as specifically stated in the footnote, 
read to the effect that we would check off for employees pursuant to a 
card mutually agreeable to the parties. 

Mr. Barzasu. The contract was with VE-CIO? 

Mr. Barron. The contract was with the UE, but there was no 
“CIO” on it. And the UE continued throughout that time to be, 
under the law, under the rules of the NLRB, our certified bargaining 
agent until such time as they had been replaced by the then pending 
elections. 

Mr. Barsasn. Your answer, then, is that you felt that you were 
obligated to negotiate new check-off cards. 

Mr. Barron. We felt that we were bound, under the contract, to 
accept a check-off card to which we could interpose no good-faith 
objec tion. 

Mr. Barsasu. IUE applied for an injunction; did they not? 

Mr. Barron. IUE applied in an ex parte proceeding, in which 
neither UE nor the company was represented. 

Mr. Barpasu. How did the court find? 

Mr. Barron. The court found at 5 o’clock on a Friday afternoon 
and issued a temporary restraining order without hearing either of the 
other parties. 

Mr. Barsasn. Were there papers submitted to the court? 

Mr. Barron. There were affidavits. 

As you know, under the normal procedure the issuance of an ex parte 
restraining order merely indicated that on the basis of the papers sub- 
mitted by IUE, the judge may have been puzzled and thought that 
if the allegations were true, he ought to preserve the status quo until 
all parties could be heard and a ruling on the merits made. So he 
issued a temporary restraining order and set the case down for argu 
ment during the following week. 

Now, since the company did not care one way or another about 
that matter, we did not appear in court, particularly while the UF, 
which was the one who was being restrained, did not seek to get a 
decision on the merits. 

All parties, therefore, let the restraining order remain in effect until 
disposal of the interpleader action. 


Tl 


See appendix. 
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Mr. Barsasu. So the determination was that even though there was 
a judicial issue in an ex parte action, the court ruling on the papers 
found merit in IUE’s contention that these check-off cards were not 
legal ¢ 

‘Mr. Barron. Mr. Barbash, I don’t know whether you are a 
lawyer 

Mr. Barsasu. I am not. 

Mr. Barron. But if you are using the term “a judicial determina- 
tion” to refer to a restraining order secured in an ex parte proceeding, 
I am sure there is not a lawyer in the country that would agree with 
you. 

Mr. Barsasu. What did the court find, then ? 

Mr. Barron. The court merely made a preliminary ruling on papers 
submitted to it. 

Mr. Barpasu. Including your papers? 

Mr. Barron, No. 

Mr. Barsasn. I am sorry. I misunderstood. 

Mr. Barron. I said it was issued upon an application made by the 
IVE at 5 o’clock in the afternoon on a Friday and served on us at 
that time. We were not heard. Neither was the UE heard. 

Mr. Barsasu. You had no oportunity to be heard at all in this 
action ? 

Mr. Barron. Not at that time and not before the court acted. We 
did not care. It was the UE and IUE that were fighting for this 
money. 

I would be very glad, if you wish, to go in and talk about these little 
details. 

Senator Humpurey. Is that covered in the footnote ? 

Mr. Barron. Footnote 71. 

Mr. Barsasn. But I was talking about where Mr. Carey talks about 
the injunctive action. 

Mr. Barron. I have indicated the kind of injunctive action it was. 
All you have to do is to see how busy judges, presented with applica- 
tions for ex parte restraining orders, skim over the papers, and if 
there is any kind of reason: able showing that nobody is going to be 
hurt by issuing a restraining order which will preserve the status 
quo and a petitioner who maybe hurt is asking for that kind of : 
ruling, it is a very simple matter to get a restraining order. 

There was no “judicial determination” made at any time in this 
proceeding with reference to the question you are talking about. 

Mr. Barpasu. You did not challenge the court with reference to 
action in this case ¢ 

Mr. Barron. I explained before that we welcomed any judicial 
guidance in this situation. 

If I may go into the details, since you raised them, the court, by 
issuing the restraining order, restrained us from taking any action 
under these new check-off cards only until the matter could be set 
down for further hearing on the merits of IUE’s petition for an in- 
junction. This hearing was never held. That was the time at which 
we were to be afforded an opportunity to be heard and at which the 
UE, which was the party that was losing the money by virtue of this, 
would also have been heard. 
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Mr. Bernsrern. Actually, the controversy was which party was 
losing the money ? 

Mr. Barron. Not under the new check-off cards. 

Now, we were not being hurt. So when the UE, did not press for 
a hearing on this, neither did we press for it. 

And if I may just speak from recollection of my conversations with 
attorneys both for UE and IUE, 1 believe we were all in mutual 
agreement. We all felt there was no use, in the midst of this inter 
pleader lawsuit, getting mixed up in another injunctive proceeding. 
So we finally let the restraining order run its course and allowed the 
whole matter to be decided on the basic interpleader suit. 

That was the reason why there was never any judicial determination 
on the IUE petition. 

Now, since you seem to be so interested, this check-off explanation 
may help you some in footnote 71. 

The pertinent facts relating to. the check-o question are as fe!- 
lows— . 

Senator Humenrey. Are you reading from footnote 71? 

Mr. Barron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. Cannot you summarize those for us and we will 
put that in the record ? 

Mr. Barron. No; I would not like to summarize. It is technical, 
complicated. I don’t want to read it, though, unless you would like 
to have me do so. 

Senator Humpnrey. I asked you if you could put this into the 
record and then give a layman’s explanation of it. Lam not a lawyer, 
either. 


Mr. Barron. Fine. Let us put 71 in the record and let me just tel! 
you what the problem was. 

Senator Humpnrey. It will go into the record. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


FooTNorTe 71 


Briefly, the pertinent facts related to the check-off question were as follows 
Our employees had authorized us to deduct money from their pay checks an 
pay that money to a designated local of the UE. At Schenectady, for examp)|: 
the cards directed us to pay the moneys to “loeal 301, UVERMWA-CTIO.”| Whe 
CE was expelled from the CIO, this raised the question of whether thos: 
cards—since they specified affiliation with “CTO”—became wholly null and void 

hut for this question as to whether UEF’s continued affliation with the Ci0 
Was essential to the continued validity of the check-off cards, it was our Opinio 
that we would have been obligated under our contract to continue payment 
the money to the UE. This would still have allowed the two unions to fiz! 
over the proceeds, as they were then doing at many locations where injunction 
and other legal procedures were being used to tie up each other's funds. This 
however, would have left unsettled the possible claims of employees that ! 
check-off payments should be made for either union since the IUE (CIO) unico 
obviously was not “UERMWA” and since “UERMWA” was no longer a “C10 
union. We particularly felt we would be in no way justified in paying money 
an open and avowed “LUE” local, because the check-off cards which our ei 
ployees had signed, directed us to pay to “UFRMWA” and, while employees wer 
free to cancel their check-off on 30 days’ notice, very few had done so. 

Therefore, we stopped any payments of money deducted under the old chec! 
off cards and offered to pay into court all future moneys collected under thos: 
old cards because of our doubt as to their continued validity. 

Let’s look then to the reasons why the new form of cards demanded by t! 
UE were acceptable to us at some, but by no means, all locations. 

The reasons we regarded the new check-off cards as satisfactory for sé 
locations were as follows: 
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(a) Our contract with the UE and each of its locals continued in effect until 
April 1, 1950. This contract had been entered into in 1946 and amended and 
modified in 1947 and 1948. 

(b) We were bound by this contract to deduct union dues and pay them to 
the designated UE local on a form which was mutually agreeable to the com 
pany and the union. 

(c) When we explained to the UE the reasons, outlined above, which raised 
the question of the continued validity of the check-off cards, the UE demanded 
that, pursuant to the contract, we accept a new form of check-off card which 
would remove the doubt created by the no longer accurate reference to the UI 
affiliation with the ClO. We were forced to admit that, once the question raised 
by the no longer accurate reference to “CIO” was resolved, we could have no 
bona fide objection to checking off as required by our 1946-48 contract: we ac 
cepted the new check-off forms only because contractually obligated to do so. 

(d) In agreeing to the new cards, we stipulated that they would not be 
effective beyond April 1, 1950, the date UE’s contract with us expired pursuant 
to our termination notice. We also made it clear that the new agreement would 
be applicable only at those locations, where there was complete absence of any 
conflict as to who constituted the officers of the UE local with which we had 
our contract. This was because we required assent by local UE officers to the 
use of the new cards. Obviously no effective assent could be secured when we 
could not determine who were the legally elected UE officers. 

Mr. Barron. We had a contract that obliged us to check off union 
dues, that is, take money out of our employees’ wages and pay them 
over tothe UE pursuant to a card that was mutu: lly. acceptable to the 
parties wherever an employee voluntarily signed such a check-off card. 
That contract remained in effect until Apr il 1950. 

Now, when the split between the UE and the TUE developed, the 
basic problem that bothered us with those check-off cards was this: 
those check-off cards directed us to pay our employees’ money over to 
a designated local of—and this is the important part—“UE (CIO).” 
When the split occurred, UE obviously was no longer a part of the 
CIO. 

Consequently, the question in our minds was not whether we should 
continue making these deductions and pay them to either UE or Mr. 
Carey's organization, but there was a question as to whether or not 
those cards continued to be valid at all, and whether or not we should 
top deducting or return our employees’ moneys which we had already 
dedueted. 

That was the question that really bothered us. We thought there 
were three potential claimants. First, there was IU E’s claim which 
we thought was just without legal foundation. Second, there was 
| E's claim. They might conte nd that the reference to “(CIO)” was 
mmaterial because it was a descriptive term alone, and that continued 
aftiliation with CIO was not a condition to the continued validity of 
the ecard. 

The third possible contenders might be our employees, who might 
laim the cards were no longer valid and that they should have the 
noney rather than either of the unions. 

So we went into court on that. The UE charged us with all sorts 
of things: that this was a deliberate attempt to assist the LUE: that 
this was a deliberate attempt to give the money to the LUE. The UE 

laimed it was entitled to the money and that the cards continued to 

valid. 

Then they took this position, that our contract bound us to accept 

‘hee = off card which was mutually agreeable to the parties and the 
uly reason we could object to the existing cards would be because of 


the Revers va 03 | 
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Therefore, they claimed that if the words or letters, “CIO” were 
eliminated from the check-off card, we were contractually bound to 
accept the card. We felt that was exactly what our contract obliged 
us to do. 

Mr. Bernstein. Do you not have a further question, as to whose 
benefit the contract ran, once there was a split; whether the signatory 
group Was how the UE group, or the [UE group ? 

That was one of the reasons in other cases, not the original GE cases, 
but in other cases where the Board has directed an election. You have 
the question of who the representative is, the successor to the 
contracting union. 

So this contractual obligation to execute check-off cards might very 
well run to the IVE rather than the UE. 

Mr. Barron. No; on that issue I think you need further facts, Mr. 
Bernstein. You have to realize that our contract was negotiated 
national negotiations. By national negotiations I mean nothing 
more than a means whereby a variety of 50, 60, or 70 different bar- 
evaining units, each of whom has been certified separately, come in 
and bargain with us. The certification in most cases does not run 
to any international union. Most of the certifications run to a desig- 
nated local of either the UE or the IUE. Those are NLRB 
tifications. 

Although our contract is made with the national on behalf of 
itself, it is also made by and on behalf of each of those locals. So 
it is the local that is essentially the basic contracting party and the 
certified bargaining agent. 

Mr. Bernsrery. On that point, in so many of these schism cases, 


an unresolved problem remains today as to the status of the contract. 
Once there is a schism, the very identity of the contracting union is 
put into question. 

Mr. Barron. I think I will agree with that, but you speak of 
schism and you are apparently thinking of the fact that the moment 
the UE was expelled from the CIO there was created a schism situa- 
tion. That was not the case in our location. You needed one further 


step. 

After the expulsion there were many of our locations where the 
locals held all sorts of meetings. Various factions held meetings. 
and we received all sorts of notices that people had disaffiliated and 
new UE officers were elected. 

But at other locations we had no difficulty whatsoever in identi 
fying who were the individuals who claimed to speak for the UE. 

And here is the important point—and I think this may go to the 
question you have in mind—— 

Senator Humpurey. Now, let us wind this up, because this is getting 
way off the subject matter. I do not want to settle disputes in this 
committee between the IUE and the UE and General Electric. This 
is very interesting and I am getting a fine education, but the subject 
matter concerns problems pertaining to Communist infiltration of 
certain unions. 

Somebody may interpret this as having a direct or indirect bearing 
on it, but, to be very candid with you, if this committee is forever 
going to hold Scinan on the UE and IUE and GE, we are never 
going to get finished. 
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I am interested in this; do not ce rstand me. I am not trying 
to be unkind to you, because Mr. Carey went into this far too long 
also. I know you can get this at up quickly. 

Mr. Barron. I have | just one comment and then I am through. 

I have one important point on what Mr. Bernstein was raising. GE 
did not make these check-off cards available generally. The only place 
these check-off cards were accepted from the UE were those locations 
where, as I said, we could clearly identify the persons who claimed to 
be acting as officers of UE locals. That was a very precise, specific 
limitation that was placed on acceptance. 

That is all I wanted to say on that part. 

Senator Humpnrey. Your footnote 7 is filed in the record and any- 
body that wants to examine further arguments as to check-off or who 
got checked off or why, is at liberty to do so. 

[ know my aides do not take this lightly, and I do not take it lightly, 
either, but 1 do want to get along. We have two other witnesses who 
have waited a long time and I want to give them a chance to be heard 
because [am not going to be here tomorrow to hear any more testimony. 


Mr. Barron. All right. 
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As to Mr. Carey’s charge of assistance to UE in winning the 1950 
elections, if heat be suflicient to re peat here that, with some em- 
bellishment, the charges given this subcommittee concerning the 1950 
union elections are the same ones Mr. Carey made to the National 
Labor Relations Board as reason for setting aside the Schenectady 
and Erie elections. The time for him to have proved those charges 
was in 1950 and the proper forum to have done so was before the 
National Labor Relations Board. It appears fairly obvious that it 
far more suits his purpose to have withdrawn the charges, which leaves 
him free to renew his unsubstantiated claims in the newspapers at any 
time he thinks it would be profitable to trot out his good old rabble- 
rousing, employer-baiting speech No. 281. 

In addition to this weakness in Mr. Carey’s charge, is the fact that 
out . the 100 or more bargaining units involved in the 1950 elections, 
Mr. Carey made and continues to make these charges of deliberate, 
inte ne and flagrant discrimination in favor of UE with reference 
to only two of the company’ s pli ints. It must be obvious to anyone that 
it is inherently improbable that any plan to favor and promote UE, 
had one existed, would have been limited to only two out of the hun- 
dred bargaining units in question and to only two of various bargain- 
ing units where LUE lost. 

Still further facts Mr. Carey neglected to mention to the subcom- 
mittee are that IUE filed a petition for another election in 1951 at 
Erie and then withdrew it and that a second election was held at 
Schenectady in 1951. In this election the LUE received a substantially 
smaller proportion of the votes than it had received in 1950. Not even 
Mr. Carey has claimed that GE interfered in the 1951 Schenectady 
election where LUE suffered a much clearer defeat than it had in the 
1950 elections which he so likes to talk about and misrepresent. 

Incidentally, in informal discussions, right after the 1951 Schenec- 
tady election, one of the IUE officials commented to the effect that 
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the second loss for IUE at Schenectady only confirmed his convic- 
tion that no union election can be won without an effective local 
organization no matter how many handbills were distributed which 
had been written in W ashington. 

Senator Humpnurey. That applies to many other elections, may I 
say. Elections are not won by depleting the paper supply. 

Mr. Barron. That is right. 

We felt at the time, and now, that this remark was as applicable to 
the earlier 1950 election as it was to the election of 1951. 

We are quite frank to admit that as positive as we are in our policies 
and instructions prohibiting employees from engaging in union organ- 
izing activity and electioneering during wor king hours. and prohibit- 
ing the distribution of literature on company property, and as diligent 
as we were in trying to enforce them, we suspect that both UE and 
IUE ae were very ingenious in devising ways to violate these 
rules. Mr. Carey in meetings with us has openly boasted how, in 
his own organizing work in our plants, he has succeeded in seeing 
that IUE literature and other materials were distributed contrary to 
our rules and best efforts to prevent such campaigning within the 
plant by any union. 

Any employer or foreman who has gone through a normal Labor 
Board election—le ‘ alone one where emotions ran as high as they did 
in our plants in 1950—will tell you of the great difficulty there is in 
enforci ae a no-electioneering policy. We had such a policy. We 
repeatedly stressed its importance to our supervisors and they, in 
turn, exerted all human efforts to enforce it. We are quite confident 
that in an election of the size and scope of those which we had in 1950, 
we did not only a good job, but a very superior job in carrying out 
these policies. Of “the approximately 10 unions in addition to the 
UE and IVE which participated in these elections, Mr. Carey’s is the 
only which has made this charge about us. 

Mr. Carey also refers to the fact that TUE representatives were not 
nee within certain plants of the company, while UE represent- 
atives had free access to employees. This contention conveniently 
ignores the fact admitted in Mr. Carey’s testimony that immediately 
upon the formation of the UE, there was a large nucleus of the UI 
locals which came over immediately to the IUE. In many of such 
locals, Carey adherents long before had captured the important offices 
and machinery of the local union. Because of this they enjoyed 
during the electioneering period any advantages which came from 
holding union offices and which UE may have enjoyed at plants where 
its followers still retained control of the local. 

When our contract expired on April 1, 1950, we established and an 
nounced procedures in all plants where we had conflicting local claims 
for recognition. These procedures permitted equal opportunities 
and rights for all unions—IUE, UE, and others—to represent their 
respective members or followers pending the outcome of the elections. 
We advised the NLRB in writing of the policies we were following 
and requested advice if any policy we planned to adopt was improper.’ 
We received no such advice. 


2 Letter to NLRB reprinted in GE Employee Relations News Letter, March 8, 1950 
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CAREY’S OBJECTIONS TO GE’S CORRECTION OF IUE FALSEHOOD 


Mr. Carey charged that GE aided UE by publicly contradicting a 
report made by an IUE representative during the 1951 UE- 1U E 
election at Lynn, Mass. He claimed that this was in sharp contrast 
to the company’s refusal to correct a lie made by the UE during an 
election at DeKalb, Ill. 

The case Mr. Carey refers to at Lynn, Mass., involved a falsehood of 
a type totally different from those discussed below, which both UE 
and IUE made elsewhere and which we ignored. The false informa- 
tion given our Lynn employees concerned alleged promises or agree- 
ments we had made, or positions we had taken in national negoti- 
ations. 

Moreover, the report implied we were then negotiating with IUE 
to grant future benefits when we had told TUE that the Lynn plant 
was not covered by our national negotiations because of the then 
pending election. We, therefore, corrected a falsehood which mis- 
represented GE’s policies and its position in important respects and 
which might, if not corrected, have occasioned challenges to the 
election. 

The alleged falsehood told by UE at the DeKalb election which 
Carey thinks we should have corrected was of an entirely different 
type. This falsehood related to the UE’s own assertion as to what 
would be the effect at DeKalb on a pending wage increase if em- 
ployees voted for the IUE. The UE statement made no reference 
a a company view or policy on the subject. 

Since our experience shows that it is impossible for us to attempt 
to correct all of the hes, exaggerations, and distortions which char- 


acterize both the campaigns of UE and IUE when an election is 
pending, we ignored the UE misrepresentation which IUE asked 
us to correct at DeKalb. 

In refusing to make the correction demanded by the IUE at 
DeKalb, the company was only carrying out its normal policy to 
ignore falsehoods where they do not misrepresent an important, sig- 
nificant policy of the company. Very shortly prior to the time IUE 


had asked us to correct the UE statement at DeKalb. UE had made 


a similar demand upon us that we correct a false statement made by 
the LUE in a different election, at our Bucyrus, Ohio, plant. Just 
as we ignored the IUE demand made at DeKalb, so we had previ- 
ously ignored the UE demand made at Bucyrus. We really saw little 
difference in the gravity of the misrepresentations which were made 
by each of the unions, but in neither case, since the statements did not 
misquote or misrepresent our views, particularly with reference to 
pending negotiations, did we issue a correction. 

We have with us the original of the telegram sent to us by UE in 
connection with the Buc yrus election and which we ignored. “We will 
be happy to either read it to the committee or introduce photostatic 
copies of it as part of the record, as you may desire. 

Senator Humrnery. I suggest that we make a copy part of the 
record. It will be put in at this point. 
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(The telegram referred to follows :) 

Bucyrus, On10, November 20, 1951. 
G. H. PFEIrF, 
General Electric Co., 570 Lexington Ave., New York, N. Y. 

On November 19, 1951, the Telegraph Forum (Bucyrus, Ohio) carried an IUE 
advertisement which included the following false statement: “UE prevented 
Bucyrus GE lamp-plant workers from getting the wage increases recently won by 
LUE-CIO from GE. UE’s petition for an election excused GE from paying it. 
GE has UE to thank for that.” When this misrepresentation of fact was called 
to the attention of T. A. Glidden, manager of the General Electric’s Bucyrus 
lamp works, this morning he said the matter is out of his hands. Continued 
silence by the company in the face of false statements in the public press by the 
IUE on a matter to which the company is also a party is tantamount to the com- 
pany’s being involved in the conveying of false information to its employees. 
We request that the company maintain impartiality in the NLRB election to- 
morrow at the Bucyrus lamp works by stating to its employees the fact that the 
wage increase in question cannot be paid until approved by the Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board and that such approval has not yet been granted. 

Jos. DERMODY, 
UE International Representative. 

Mr. Barron. Obviously, the type of falsehoods which were involved 
in the Lynn election were different from the type involved in both the 
DeKalb and the Bucyrus elections. Only this, and not the identity of 
the union which made the demands explains the reason why a correc- 
{ion was issued in one case and not in the other. 

That the company has not attempted to injure Mr. Carey in his union 
political fortunes is mi ade amply clear by the timing of the very mes- 
sage to which Mr. Carey most violently objects. A reference to the 
text of our message entitled, “A Plague on Both Your Houses” will 
show that we deliberately refrained from publishing the message until 
after the election of UE officers in 1948, in which Mr. Carey was again 
defeated. As the message expressly states, we delayed its ‘publication 
solely to make sure that nothing we said might in any way influence the 


outeome of those elections. 


CAREY ACCEPTS VOLUNTARY GE CONCESSIONS BUT OBJECTS TO GE MAKING VOLUNTARY 
CONCESSIONS TO UE 


Mr. Carey charged that GE voluntarily made concessions it was not 
ob vale by contract to . ake to the UE during the 1951 UE negotia 
tions. One of these, Mr. Carey charged, “shi elded UE from loss of 
bargaining rights for ae remaining year of the contract term.” ' 

The contract clause Mr. Carey refers to was the same clause we 
agreed to remove from the IUE contract at about the same time. It 
was originally put into both UE and IUE contracts in 1950 because 
the company felt that in the continuing bitter rivalry between UE 
and IUE, our employees should be free to change their bargaining 
representatives at any time notwithstanding the existence of a con 
tract. When IUE, in 1951, was unwilling to go along with thus 
principle, we naturé te believed it unfair to attempt to “compel the 
UE to go along with it. We believe it was really our insistence in 
the first place upon the insertion of this clause in the UE contract 

le it possible for the IUE to get a number of consent ele 


which ma 
tions held during 1951 at UE plants although UE’s contract was sti!! 
in effect and normally would have barred such elections. (The Sche 
nectady 1951 election is an illustration of such an election.) 


Humphrey's subcommittee, vol. 6, Mr. Carey’s mimeographed statement, p. 3° 
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However, when, toward the end of the second year of its contract, 
UE decided it would delay elections until they might anyway be 
held, the NLRB upheld UE’s contention that the clause was ® in- 
effective in any event, and the contract had really “shielded” UE all 
along under the NLRB’s rule that normally elections will not be held 
while a 1- or 2- -year contract is in effect. Now, note this: In that 
ease, both GE and the IUE argued in briefs filed with the NLRB; 
that elections property could be held at some four UE locations; UE 
successfully argued otherwise. 

Reference to this NLRB case provides a clear illustration of the 
fact that in the war between these two unions, the company is often 
forced to take a position which coincides with the position taken by 
one of them. In pursuit of our established policy of neutrality, we 
have made and will continue to make our decisions on the merits of 
the particular case at hand. It has been only coincidence and not 
intentional that in most of the cases we have had before the NLRB, 
our positions and arguments have coincided with those of the IUE 
against the UE. In the future, if our views on the merits of the 
cases happen to coincide with the positions taken by UE rather than 
IUE, we have no doubt that Mr. Carey will ignore, as he now does, 
our past record, and charge us with “collusion” or giving assistance 


7 TN 
to | K. 
MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES OF UE PREFERENCE DURING 1950 ELECTION 


Carey’s miscellaneous charges under the dramatic but misleading 
and false heading of “GE’s appeasement of communism in action” 
vo back, of course, to the 1950 elections at Erie and Schenectady. 
Enough has already been said about those elections to establish the 
absurdity of the claims made. 

The vague, unsupported charges that GE instigated unidentified 
“strangers” or mysterious telephone callers, or GE’s “business friends” 
to threaten and intimidate employees into voting against the IUF, 
is just too shabby and dishonoroble to be dignified by our comment. 
We are certain it could not have impressed this subcommittee. How- 
ever, if any of you wish to ask questions concerning that charge, we 
shall be glad to point out how unsupportable it must be. 


CAREY CHARGES OR IMPLIES GE HAS BAD RECORD FOR HARBORING ATOMIC SPIES AND 
TRAITORS 


Mr. Carey charges or implies that GE has a bad record for harbor- 
ing atomic spies and traitors. 

If Mr. Carey believes that any GE employees engaged in or having 
access to atomic energy secrets are traitors or spies, he should cer- 
tainly communicate this information promptly to the FBI or the 
Atomic Energy Commission. His statement must obviously be related 
to spies or traitors who are not known and who have not yet been, 
*xposed. So far as we know, there has not been a single instance of a 
iz employee who has worked in our atomic energy operations who 


ras been found to have engaged in espionage there.’ 


™ Matter of General Electric Co., S-RC-—1524 : Matter of General Electric Co., 8-RC—-1538 

™ To the best of our knowledge only one GE employee or former employee has been 
named in reports concerning atomic energy spies. This employee never worked in or had 
access to the company’s atomic energy works and left the employ of the company in 1947 
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All our atomic energy operations are conducted in strict conformity 
with security regulations of the Atomic Energy Commission. Em- 
ployees having access to our Government’s atomic energy secrets are 
most carefully investigated and screened in advance. 

On so vital a question, we can only interpret the failure of this sub- 
committee to insist that Mr. Carey list the names and identify the 
atomic energy spies and traitors allegedly “harbored” by GE as indi- 

cating that you too understand that Mr. Carey was seeking headlines 
<i was not reporting facts. 

Senator Humeurey. Mr. Barron, I can assure you this testimony 
relating to any matters of production vital to our security will be in 
the hands of the proper officials. 

Mr. Barron. That is very fine, Senator, and the only thing I suggest 
is that perhaps, along that same line, Mr. Carey be asked to provide 
the names of the persons he was speaking of, just to make sure the 
information you are so providing may be worth while. Anybody in 
the possession of such startling information really should be, in the 
interest of the country, called upon to name names and locations to 
support his charge. 

Senator Humpurey. May I say that were we in the process here of 
trying to investigate the intimate details of an organization or of a 
particular individual, pressing them, putting them under oath, seeing 
whether or not we could get somebody to perjure himself; were we in 
that sort of an operation in this committee, we would follow up what 
you have suggested. 

As a matter of fact, in other committees I have taken some testi- 
mony and it has been sent to the companies mentioned. I have sent 
investigators out to check on the facts, for example, on discrimination 
in employ ment, to satisfy ourselves at least. 

But, as I said to you before, we are really delving into a matter here 
not of the individuals involved so much as the general policy and 
structure of an organization. 

I do feel that if anyone has any information that he feels bears 
upon the security of this country, he has a prime obligation to make 
that information available not to the general public, but to the re- 
sponsible officials. 

Mr. Barron. We certainly would be very interested in having in- 
formation such as Mr. Carey indicated he had brought to the attention 
of the proper officials. 

Senator Humeurey. I also might point out that people trained in 
the Government are more apt to be able to identify hint who are 
subversive and traitorous than those who are, I might put it, untrained 
amateurs, or, at least, semiprofessionals. I have felt that way all 
along. 

But we did not quiz Mr. Carey on that point. 

Mr. Bounware. The Government has professionals in each one of 
our plants. 

Senator Humenrry. I thought it had. TI imagine it does have. 

I have not familiarized myself in the intricacies of our Govern- 
ment’s security preparations. I have to rely upon that just as you 
do, as a citizen, that we are trying to protect ourselves and to guard 
our secrets. 

We certainly have had enough instances to alert us as to the neces- 
sity of doing that. 
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Mr. Boutware. I have great confidence about that. We work with 
them in every one of those plants, so we have a great feeling there is 
good coverage on the security. 

Senator Humrurey. We have not interrogated the Atomic Energy 
officials who have appeared, or the oe Board officials, as to 
the methods of security protection. I did not feel that was our pre- 
rogative or within the province of the committee. 

Mr. Boutware. There is one part which might be ressuring, and 
that is that in each one of our plants where there is anything the 
least bit critical or classified, the service involved, the Army, Navy, 
or Air Corps, has an officer there who is the responsible security 
officer, and we act exactly in accordance with his direction and we 

report to him anything that we hear of a suspicious nature, or any- 
thing, and they screen it from here on in a professional manner. 
We do the play-back on whatever they tell us to do. 

Senator Humpnrery. Do you consider your function to be merely 
that of reporting and not as acting as police officers ? 

Mr. Boutwarr. Not as professionals in making a determination. 
We will go into it as far as removing or continuing an employee that 
we have reported or another one has reported. We will act exactly 
in accordance with what they tell us to do, and they give us those 
instructions in writing. 

Senator Humenurry. Is it not true that any person who is involved 
in parts of your production program that relate to critical materials 
or classified production, or classified materials is carefully screened 
and investigated prior to employment ? 

Mr. Boutware. That is right; officially cleared in writing. And 
we are told what to do about it. 

Senator Humrnerery. But are they cleared before they are placed 
on these jobs? 

Mr. Boutwarr. Before they are placed on the critical work. 

Senator Humpurey. I imagine that there is a careful, continuous 
check. 

Mr. Boutwarr. That is in the hands of the Government officials. 
They make the initial check and they are there to continue the check. 

Senator Humrurey. I see. That is sufficient. 

Mr. es I just wanted to clarify the record. Up until, I be- 
lieve, a year and a half ago, Mr. Boulware’s statement would be 
exactly the nos ription of the current ape edures. 

However. I believe it was maybe a year or so after the Korean 
affair, or for other reasons—I do not know the reasons—but the rules 
and regulations of the Munitions Board applicable to Government 
contractors were rewritten so that it now becomes the initial respon- 
sibility of the contractor to conduct the preliminary screening and 
investigation of employees who will be cleared for access to confiden- 
tial work. Any clearance for higher than confidential, such as secret 
or other, is the only thing that is handled by the Government. 

Of course, all the Atomic Energy work is wholly done by the Gov- 
ernment and not by the employer. So the only difference is that 
there are so many in the confidential area and the risks are so much 
less than in the secret area, that they just had to do that out of admin- 
istrative convenience. 

So we are forced in our employment practices to do the preemploy- 
ment screening and we do that generally right across the board now. 
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Everybody gets an initial screening before he is hired into a plant in 
which he may go on confidential work. 

Mr. Barsasn. And secur ity regulations also apply to union officials 
who are not employees, who might have access to this information ? 

Mr. Barron. No, they do not; not as I recall them. When you 
say access to the information, that is a different problem. 

Mr. Barsasn. Thinking, for example, of things like job descrip- 
tions, which may be indicative of the kind of work which may be 
carried on. 

Mr. Barron. The amount of information which can be gotten from 
the normal kind of a job description does not constitute a substantial 
security hazard. My understanding is that in all our locations, that 
the security officers are familiar with the generalities of job descrip- 
tion. 

Mr. Pfeif can give you the details better than I, but these deserip- 
tions will describe the job in terms in which a man could either be 
working on a part that will be going into a Government contract. or 
a part going into some wholly civilian component. The kind of work 
that a man will do on either kind of part will be described in the same 
job description. 

Mr. Barsasu. Your judgment is that that offers no security problem, 
is it? 

Mr. Barron. Yes. 

Mr. Boutware. Long before we got into the war, for competitive 
reasons, we kept from circulating our know-how in the shop and our 
sequence of operation, so that it would not be disclosed. 

Senator Humpurey. I want to make it perfectly clear, in reference 
to your statement, why we did not ask Mr. Carey more about this. 
I do not care to have names just bandied about. 

I prefer to let the Federal Bureau of Investigation and other people 
do the job of investigating. 

Mr. Barron. I certainly agree with your approach, Senator 
Humphrey, and I think you will note that in the preparation of our 
statement we have done everything possible to make only statements 
we felt couk ; be documented. We did not want to come here and 
reply to Mr. Carey in kind. We believed that his charges were so 
vague and abit able that we wanted to give you arguments and 
evidence to convince you how flimsy, false, and ridiculous the charges 
were. 

FINAL MISPRESENTATIONS 


Mr. Carey, in his testimony, referred to a message we published in 
1948 which we entitled “A Plague on Both Your “Houses. * He im- 
plied that we had “damned with equal fervor” all unions whether 
they are Communist or anti-Communist. In light of our foregoing 
presentation, it should not surprise you to learn that in speaking of 
this message Mr. Carey did less than give you all the facts within his 
knowledge which might have helped you understand the true mean- 
ing and intent of the 1 message. 

If the subcommittee will read the message Mr. Carey refers to—and 
ve have appended it to our statement for your convenience—you will 

* Humphrey subcommittee, vol. 6, p. 3878. Mr. Carey's prepared statement asserts thet 


lis dvertise ment “d amned with equal | fervor communism and anti-communism, demo- 
cratic unionism and totalitarian unionism,” p. 35. 


+} 
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note that we were directing our remarks to the factional fight which 
in 1948 was going on within the UE (CIO). You will further note 
that we were condemning the collectivists of both factions who we 
believed, and still believe, would head us ultimately to the same free- 
dom-losing, poverty-promoting end. 

We reiterated at the same time, however, in that message, our often 
expressed policy of accepting and believing in the idea of free labor 
unions, and emphi asized that we would continue to deal in good faith 
with any union certified to us by the Government as the choice of 
our employees. 

A little later (in December 1948) when this message began being 
misinterpreted, as it was before this subcommittee, we promptly made 
it clear by a similar message to employees that “A Plague on Both 
Your Houses” was directed only at those union leaders who believe in 
a “collectivized society.” 

In this later message, which we entitled “What’s the Trouble?” we 
made it clear beyond any possible misrepresentation that our original 
message was intended to indicate our disapproval of any so-called 
left-wingers or right-wingers, who believe in a collectivized society, 
and specifically distinguished such leaders from others by stating: 

There is a third group, of course, which is composed of those American union 
leaders who wisely reject both of the false economic theories and the freedom- 
destroying measures of the collectivists. * * * Wedid not and do not mean 
in any way to cast any reflection on this group of Americans soundly seeking 
the good of their fellow citizens. 

Other messages of ours which we would not expect Mr. Carey to 
call to your attention and which we published at ap proxi itely the 
time in question are entitled “Why Joe Wants Your Union,” “What Is 
Communism ?”, and “We Withdraw a Statement.” Anyone who reads 
these messages will have no doubts concerning our antagonism toward 
communism and our desire that our employees be fully warned against 
the intention to capture their unions. 

Again, Mr. Carey’s failure to call these messages to your attention 
is consistent with his practice of withholding pertinent facts within 
his possession which would create an entirely different picture than 
the one he desired to leave with his audience. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Barron, your article, of which I have a 
photostatic copy before me, of Wednesday, September 29, 1948, in the 
Schenectady Union Star, “A Plague on Both Your Houses,” is a very 
interesting bit of documentation and rhetoric. 

Are vou of the opinion that there is no difference—without referring 
now directly to this article—that there is no difference between an 
organization that is a Communist union and one that is a non-Com- 
munist union, that may be very militant and very powerful ? 

Mr. Barron. That is not what the message was talking about, in 
the first place. 

Senator Humpnrey. It says here: 


While frequently the leader and his associates on one side are termed * 
wingers” and the leader and his associates on the other are wrongly, in our 
opinion, regarded as “right-wingers,” we believe they have in the end the sar 
objectives. We believe that what each side advocates would result, in the gy 
run, in substantially the same thing for our employees, our company, and ¢ 
country. 

In our opinion, whether they realize it or not, both are collectivists 


lievers in government being big and in people being littl 
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Wherever this collectivist philosophy has been tried, whether branded Com- 
munist, Fascist, Socialist, or the like—and we aren’t attempting to label any 
individuals concerned here—the result is always the same— 


and so on. 
What I am getting at is there is a good deal of talk in this country 


about the similarity “between democratic socialism, on the one hand, 
and communism. And I would like to take you into a little course 
in political philosophy for a while. 

Are you of the opinion that there is no difference between the Com 
munist philosophy and democratic socialism ? 

I am not talking about unions now. I do not say that either one 
of these unions—— 

Mr. Barron. Are you asking a theoretical question ? 

Senator Humpnrey. I am ‘asking a theoretical question relevant 
to the theory expounded in this advertisement. 

Mr. Barron. If you want my personal opinion— 

Senator Humenrey. Yes; that is what I want; either one of you? 

Mr. Barron. As to whether there is a difference between the two 
theoretical isms that you mentioned ? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Barron. Obviously, there is a difference in theory; yes. 

Senator Humrnrey. Let us get more practical. There are unions 
in the Soviet Union—unions of workers. They have leaders, busi- 
ness agents, I suppose, union presidents. Do you think the unions in 
the Soviet Union are no different than the unions, for example, under 
the Labor Government in Great Britain, or the unions in the Labor 
Government of Norway ? 

I came back from Norway a few months ago. Do you mean to 
tell me the Socialist unions in Norway are no different than the Com 
munist unions across the border ? 

Mr. Barron. I will answer that only one way. I have no knowl- 
edge whatsoever, but the most recent thing I have seen to that was 
Mr. James Carey’s return from Russia in 1946 when he conducted 
an investigation there as representative of ~ CIO. 

The p: imphlet i is available whereby Mr. Carey reported very favor- 
ably upon the trade-union movement in Russi: 

That is my only recent information concerning trade-unions in 
Russia. 

Senator Humpnrey. What was the sum and substance of that 
information ‘ 

Mr. Barron. It was such a general conclusion. I believe he reported 
very favorably on the trade-unions there. That is about as one as 
I can recall it. 

Senator Humpnrey. Without any valued judgment as to Mr. 
Carey's political astuteness or observations, I think it is about time 
that people in America became somewhat skilled in ascertaining the 
difference between a Communist dictatorial establishment and a ‘free, 
voluntary organization of people who may have other points of view 
than we hold as Re publicans or Democrats. 

I have heard doctors and lawyers who were skilled in their respec- 
tive talents come in and say, “We know nothing about these things,” 
and yet they do seem to know something about these things because 
they write about them and talk about them. 





COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


We have people running around branding people Socialists and this 
and that without any understanding as to hes the terms mean. 

A while back you defined out of the dictionary the word “collusion.” 
There is a definition in the dictionary for the word “communism” and 
there is a definition of political theory for the word “communism” and 
“the dictatorship of the proletariat.” And there is a definition for the 
word “socialism,” both as to economic and political aspects. 

This is my field. I am a political scientist, if I know anything at all, 
and I am getting fed up with people coming in and misusing these 
terms. This is what has happened today in the E nglish language until 
people today cannot make a proper differentiation. 

A doctor who would do that in medical science would kill half his 
patients because there are many times when a substandard or low- 
grade infection may look like scarlet fever, but you do not go and 
treat it like it was scarlet fever, nor would you treat scarlet fever as if 
it were German measles. 

You learn that the external symptoms are not the full description 
of the disease. 

I bring up this point to you because you are an intelligent, respon- 
sible person, and you represent a great company in the United States. 
And [ say that after having read | your article, without any reference 
to the first two or three paragraphs, and read this talk about a collec- 
tivist state, with all the overtones and undertones that those terms 
have, that it is about time that men of your intelligence and legal 
understanding come to grips with communism, on the one hand, or 
even democratic socialism, on the other hand. 

I do not happen to agree with any of these. I do not like the 
Socialists. I do not like their planning and their methods. I like the 
way we live. And I do not like the Communists. 

1 say there is a difference between the two. I have been on many 
a program and heard some NAM officials talk about the Socialists as 
if they were like Joe Stalin. There is a great difference between 
Clement Attlee and Joe Stalin and there is a great difference between 
an organization headed by a Norwegian Socialist and one in Stalin- 
grad under Comrade Bundzinsky, or whatever his name may be. 

I say this with candor and some feeling, that I think it does little 
good in America to have “a plague on both your houses.” If you 

vant to say, “A plague on UE and IUE,” that is your right ; but do 
not. give me this facsimile of ,proper political theory in the body of 
the text. You are quoting scripture and then backing it up with a 
very poor sermon. 

Mr. Boutware. I might say that was written, Senator, before Mr. 
Barron came with the company, and if there is a person who should 
be castigated here for it, it is I. I am not a political scientist, but I 
am trying to learn, like I think every citizen ought to now. 

My view is that I think we have waited too long until we learned 
about our system, both our economic and political system, and very 
late in life I have been trying to again pick up where I left off back 
with John R. Commons and Dr. Hall back in the University of Wis- 
consin a few years ago. 

Senator Humpnrey. They are very great men. 

Mr. Boutwarr. So my concept of collectivism is that it covers the 
class of people who believe in public enterprise instead of private en- 
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terprise, who believe in a big government—I mean where there is a 
choice—going to the government way rather than going the individual 
way, th: at we believe in bureaucrats making decisions instead of free 
choice of indiv iduals. 

I spent 3 years as a bureaucrat back down here and worked in the 
White House. Mr. Barbash and I were associated together, and I 
was trying to be a good bureaucrat, but it is awful hard to be a good 
gover nment planner. 

Senator Humpurey. It is awfully hard to be a boss any place. 

Mr. Bovtware. We will gin right up on that. 

Senator Humpnurey. But what I want to get at again here, Mr. 
Boulware, is simply this: Without any value judgment as to any of 
these being desirable or not, as to our personal opinions, I do not. be- 
lieve in collectivized society in collective farms, in national owner- 
ship of industry, and I do not believe in Government unions, either, 
where the Government operates and controls the unions. 

But let us take, for example, this very serious problem which has 
grown up in America. 

First of all, we are not dealing with this fringe group that brands 
everything Socialist, because they *y have not learned the elementals of 
arithmetic, much less political theory. Now we will have to use ex- 
amples. We will take, for example, some other country instead of 
Great Britain, which is the national target. All red-blooded Ameri- 
cans have an unkind word for the British ever since 1776. It is a 
part of our national heritage and I respect that heritage. 

But let us take a country like Norway. It has had a Labor Gov- 
ernment for a long time. There are a lot of fine people over there, 
too, and a lot of them around America, too. There are a lot of them 
in Minnesota, too. They vote the Republican ticket, all too often. 

Now, here you have an organization like, let us say, a trade-union, 
headed by a Norwegian Soci: alist. He believes the Government ought 
to own major industries, ought to own the transportation facilities. 
the coal mines, the radio. He believes in state ownership. 

Now, what is the difference between that man and the man over 
here in the Soviet Union, who is the head of a trade-union? That 
country, too, believes that the Government ought to own the coal 
mines—not only believes it, but they do own them—that they ought 
to own the railroads, own the industries, the major industries, et 
cetera. Is there any difference? 

On the surface, it does not look like there is too much difference. 

Mr. Bocutware. Oh, no: there is a great difference. 

Senator Humpnrey. The difference is that this group over in Nor- 
way believes that people ought to have a chance to live, they believe 
they ought to have due process of law, free speech, free press, the 

right to worship God, the right to have their family, the right to have 
thei ‘ir home, the right to vote, the right to kick the Socialists out of 
power, the right to put them back into power. 

That is the difference, and I say it is a great disservice to the term- 
inology of the English language and to the definition of English words 
to have people continuously confuse the use of these terms : by saying, 

“A plague on both your houses.” 

Mr. Boviware. We may have done it imperfectly, Senator, but I 
agree with you about the difference between Norway and Russia. 

Senator Humpnrey. Not the countries; the type of organization. 
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Mr. Boutware. I happen to have been in both places, and I would 
love to begin all over again and spend my life being a student of this, 
because I think if there is any help you can give in this thing, it is the 
greatest service you can do. 

But, as I see it, there are differences. It is different from collec- 
tivists. Whether you go from socialism or fascism or communism, 
they are all under that umbrella. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is just like simply saying that you have 
chromic acid—that is a deadly poison—over here and you have sul- 
furic acid, which is really a poison, and then you have Pepsi Cola. 
They are all liquids, if you classify chromic acid as a fluid. 

So we say we will discuss liquids. So we will have chromic acid 
and sulfuric ac id, and, as you say, you will have socialism and com- 
munism and fascism. 

I submit that with all the limitations the Democratic Socialists have, 
that there is one thing they have learned to believe in over a long period 
of time. They still believe in the individual. They 
some basic human rights that stem from the ¢ 
And I just do not believe that. it 
people together. 

And this is true of some of the collectivists, for example. The 
Nazis had a type of collectivism, too, but it was a type that was im- 
planted and imposed with brute force. They have a lot of collectivism 
in Sweden. They have a lot of cooperatives and big trade-unions, 
and yet you go to Sweden and you tell them they do not believe in 
human liberty and you will not be in Sweden very long. 

Mr. Boutwarr. Yes. I have been there. 

Senator Humrnrey. That is what I mean. 

I just say I believe a company like yours, that is respected by the 
American people, should not be getting off into this kind of business 
by simply saying, “A plague on both your houses.’ 

I am looking for the right word. It is like saying you can kill your- 
self with dr inking water and drinking whisky, so a plague on both 
whisky and water. 

Mr. Bourware. No; we were not getting that far. There are two 
things I tried to explain a while ago. In my concept—and I am no 
professional in this thing; I am just trying to learn—collectivism, in 
one way—there are various kinds of collectivism. 
I begin or where you begin. 


will believe in 
arliest d: ays of-‘mankind. 
does well to constantly join these 


I do not care where 
We go along now in the matter of degree ; 
that is, how much, as to the degree of collectiviz: ition, how much of 
the enterprise is public and how much of it is private. 

Some people want more than others. 

The second area of difference is the method. One is whether it is 
voluntary, which is, I assume, the one you are most interested in. 
The other is whether it is the brutal type that you get in the dicta- 
torship. 

Senator Humpnrey. The means and the objective. 

Mr. Boutware. So I have no argument as to where we begin when 
we go to collectivizing; 1 mean when we go the Government way. I 
have no objection where we pick up and begin and say it is a collectivist 
thing. 

But my feeling was, when I wrote this article—and I will say I 
wrote every w ord; I can’t go and hide from anybody, and I am really 
quite proud of it; it has lived for 5 years and I think it still is gospel— 
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I was only talking about two groups of top leaders within UE, both 
of whom I thought were far enough down the road to be cé illed col- 
lectivists either by your category or mine, Senator. 

If I am wrong, I would hope to this day to find out that I am, but 
I believe that they were. 

Senator Humpnrey. If you disagreed with war, then, when Mr. 
Zhukov and Mr. Eisenhower stood with their arms around each other, 
you would have said, “I disagree with war, a plague on both your 
houses”: would you? 

Mr. Boutware. No. That isn’t it. I was talking about these peo- 
ple as to what the ultimate ends of their beliefs should be. I thought 
they were far enough down.. They are way beyond what you were 
talking about, Yo kind of things you approve. 

I heard Mr. Carey testify. I said I felt he was one of them. I 
felt that these few top people in UE and the few top people that 
were coming up there in TUE were sufficiently down that collectivist 
road by the things they said, by their associations, by the kinds of 
things they advocated, the w ay they acted, that they were so far down 
that road that they were not working. I felt every time a proposition 
came up, that they were working toward the further collectivization, 
further going the Government route, further getting a further per- 
centage of the production through Government channels, to be dis- 
tributed at the pleasure of bureaucrats such as I had been and had 
seen in England and Germany and Russia and Sweden and Norway 
and Italy, and places like that, out through the East. 

And I felt that there was another problem there where it was this 
brutal stuff that they are already traitors, already enemy agents; 1 
felt that is where the Government gets in there and catches these 
people. 

I think it is the Government’s objective to catch those spies and 
traitors and people who are up so far as to be potential traitors. 

But I think when they get well along this Communist road, I am 
against them. I may be wrong. In either case, I woud hope to learn 
better. But it is my opinion—and it was my opinion at that time, 
and I have never changed the opinion about these top leaders of UE, 
some of whom are here, about Mr. Carey. I think they are collec 
tivists who are far enough down the road to stand the term “collec- 
tivists” and I had guts enough to say what I thought. 

Senator HumpHrey. I admire: your guts. 

Mr. Boutware. And A have, In long association with Mr. Carey 
since, I have never changed my opinion—and I have never changec 
my opinion—from my observation of these top UE ay who are 
right here in this room, but with whom we yet deal, both in Mr. 
Carey’s case and in the case of the UE people, we deal with them 

with the same objectivity, the same fairness, which we are called 
upon to do because we are ordered by the United States Government 
to deal with them in good faith as the legal representatives of our 
employees. 

And, as you see, I was not classing all union people together; I was 
not saying that all unions are the same. I was not classing Commun 
ists and Socialists together. There are no traitors involved here. 

Senator Humpnrery. Just so we clearly understand each other, Mr. 
Boulware, because I say that one of the great tragedies of our time is 
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the adulteration and the distortion of the meaning of political con- 
cepts and phraseology 

Mr. Bounware. I agree with you. 

Senator Humrurey. It has done a great disservice until there are 
veople in this country today, for example, who are almost led to 
belive that countries which have taken over the railroads are as bad 
as the Soviet Union. We hear this out on the floor of the Congress. 

And why is that? It is because they glibly run over words—social- 
ism, nazism, communism—that they are all of the same breed of cats, 
all of the same litter. 

But it is hardly that. 

Mr. Boutware. We could not get up any argument on that. I think 
that our greatest problem is to not only get ‘these ideas str aightened 
out and let us learn the mechanics of business being free—and I think 
we have to work at this business of learning how to be free—but I think 
that, at the same time, we have to learn the terms well enough so that 
the semantics cannot be abused by people who wind us all up and scare 
old ladies and so on. 

Mr. Barsasu. Mr. Boulware, I have a question along this line, 
getting back specifically to your statement. 

Do you honestly believe, as you say—let us assume, for the sake 
of the argument—I am sure Mr. C arey might not agree to this, that he 
is a collectivist—but assume that he is a collectivist, for the sake of 
this discussion, do you see no difference between a collectivist who is 
a free agent and a collectivist who represents the interests of a foreign 
power and is engaged in a systematic conspiracy ¢ 


Mr. Boutware. There cannot be any question to your answer there. 
Mr. Barrasu. If that is true, then I wonder what the validity is of 
the statement : 


We honestly believe that the top leaders on both sides in UE are consciously 
or subconsciously working in a direction opposite to our better understanding 
of our free system and to our better use of that system. We do not think being 
termed an “anti-Communist,” in the case of one, or a “door-opener for the Com- 
munist Party,” in the case of the other, makes any difference. 

Mr. Boctware. We think we made it very clear that being named 
anti-Communist in Mr. Carey’s case was not a matter of security. We 
think it was possibly convenience. 

Mr. Barsasu. Suppose, for the sake of the argument, you were an 
honest anti-Communist. Would there still be a difference? 

Mr. Boutware. There would not be any question if there was, as you 
described it, a union dominated by somebody who was an enemy agent, 
whereas you had somebody else who was a mild collectivist, talking 
about the railroads or something like that, as the Senator was talking 
about it. There could not be any question there. 

I think—and I said so—that both of these people, who have been 
associated together, rooming together, are far enough down this path 
so that this matter of degr ee that the Senator and I got a little involved 
about, is something that I think when you get so far along, they are 
gone, and they are too far gone for redemption. 

I think that collectivists, after they get to a certain place, are kind 
of like eggs. When they begin to get ‘bad, my disapproval begins to 
get complete very early in the game, and from there on I think it is 
kind of hopeless. 
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Senator Humpurey. Do you see very little difference—if I may be 
permitted to use these names—between Earl Browder and Norman 
‘Thomas ¢ 

Mr. Boutware. I don’t know either one of them, but from what I 
have read in the newspapers, I would assume that Mr. Browder had 
been a much more dangerous character, engaging in things that a lot 
of people seem to think he should be put in jail for. I never heard 


of people wanting to put Mr. Thomas in jail. 
Senator Humenurey. There have been people who have wanted to do 


that. 

Mr. Bounware. I haven't seen that. 

Senator Humpurey. I am afraid we need to read more books and 
fewer newspapers. 

Mr. Bountware. I have been reading one. I am reading one now, 
How To Make Your Living. It is by Louis Haney. It 1s just out. 


It is a catechism. I am just starting out now at the age of 57 to try 


to learn. 
Senator Humpnurey. I shall not press the point any further, but 


I do feel, sir, that in all deference to you that much more thought 
is required than has been given to the use of these terms. One way 
that you can pave the way for the growth of Communist infiltration 
in any organization is to gloss over it with terms like “a plague en 
both your houses.” 

This was the great tragedy for a long period of time in this country. 
Now this is coming into the open. Fortunately, people in all walks of 
life are beginning to differentiate between people who may hold real 
left-wing views within the democratic tradition, and those who hold 
the extremist, reactionary views of the Communists, because the differ- 
ence between the two is the difference between the dignity and deg- 
radation of the human being. 

The difference is the value that you place upon human life; the 
value that vou place upon the ideals of people, and the human person- 
ality. That is the dividing point, regardless of how far people may 
vo as to how they think the economic system may be organized. There 
is a great difference in terms of what they think ought to be done with 
God’s great creation, man. And that is the real difference between 
communism and everything else; not whether or not it is a store that 
is owned by the State, or one that is owned by Joe Doakes, but what 
do you do about God’s greatest creation, the human being? And the 
Communist Party and all of its trappings look upon man as nothing 
less than another resource, to be used and exploited. 

Mr. Boutware. Chattel of the state. 

Senator Humpnrey. And the sooner we get that clear in our minds, 
Mr. Boulware, the better off we will be, and then we will be able to 
differentiate between the saints and sinners and between the sheep and 


the goats. 
Until that time, they will all look fuzzy, because you will be able to 


pin the label on everybody. 

As far as we are concerned, our economics may not be alike, but 
I venture to say that, basically, your moral views and mine are alike, 
on how people are supposed to be regarded and respected. 

The great tragedy of communism is not what it has done to the 


economic systems of the world, but what it has done to men’s minds 
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and their souls and bodies. That is the tragedy of this hypocritical 
doctrine. 

Mr. Boutware. Indignity to the human being. 

Senator Humpurry. The complete debasement of man’s soul, body, 
and mind, sir. And that is about what it is. 

That is why I do not like “a plague on both your houses.” Forgive 
me if I seem to be upset about it, “but it is time businessmen become 
aware of this. Those in Germany knew about this. In Germany they 
made a deal with Hitler because they did not understand what this 
beast was up to, because they thought as long as he preserved the 
institutions of private property they had no concern. 

3ut he soon debased their souls and bodies, until now you have a 
Germany that is broken in spirit. 

Mr. Boutware. We are exposing our views for all to see, Senator, 
and if we disagree with you at times, and others, we are doing it because 
we have the courage to say what we think. We think that more of a 
discussion on these things will get us together. If we will work at this 
business, if you and I would have lots of time to discuss this collectivist 
thing. I will beg you that the dividing line where we kiss them good-by 
as the ‘vy go tow: ard the irretrievable thing in the collectivist thing, we 
would get closer together on where that div iding line is. I think the 
whole public will. 

I think our great object in this country is not to try to learn to do 
more of these wonderful things that our smart engineers do in these 
factories. I am a bookkeeper by profession, so I admire these 
engineers. 

But [think what we all have to learn—engineers, bookkeepers, and 
mavbe people in public life, certain union leaders, the clergy, teach- 
ers—we all have to learn more about both the mechanics and the morals 
of this business of being free and hope to learn to act right voluntarily 
at work, at play, in the market, and act intelligently, for both your 
short- and your long- term interest. 

And I think that is the essence of being free. That is what I have 
seen people struggling for around the world. 

If there is any contribution I want to make, I want to do it toward 
that. You look at the other publications there, you read the others, 
What Is Communism? Why Joe Wants Your Union. 

We are facing the music, and we were doing it back there, Senator. 
You sav the country is just now waking up. We were facing it back 
there. 

But remember, we say at the same time: 

There is a third group, of course, which is composed of those many American 
union leaders who wisely reject both of the false economic theories and the free- 
dom-destroying measures of the collectivists and who just as wisely are trying to 
promote a higher standard of living through the traditionally successful Ameri- 
can way of improved equipment and methods, of a fair day’s work by everybody, 
and of free choice in jobs, in purchases, and in speech. 

I am sure that is what we both want. I am out working my side of 
the street trying to expose my views and getting plenty of efforts at 
correction by all sorts of people, I assure you. I do not get along 
without contrary comment. 

Senator Humpurey. I do not impugn your motives at all. As a 
matter of fact, I know you are an honorable man. This is a frank 
discussion. 
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I think it is symbolized by what is going on in Korea, where our 
Government refuses to turn over prisoners. “The issue of our prisoners 
isa great moral issue. We did not do this at the end of World War IT. 
We made a different decision this time. We are better people for it, 


too. 

Mr. Boutware. We ought to show improvement. 

Senator Humpnrey. We made a great improvement. We decided 
we were not going to cast people bac k into the laps of those who would, 
at the very least, , destroy them and despoil their lives; this is a great 
decision that has to be made. 

I shall conclude my part of this conversation by 7 saying I 
believe it is the job of every responsible per son to make this very 

careful differentiation. It is like a friend of mine in the Senate, who 
told me that the doctors once said they thought he had leukemia. He 
had all the external symptoms of it in the year 1946. But finally, 
after a series of tests, one test. proved that, he ‘did not have it. It was 
the final test that had to be run out in a series. 

Well, it is the same thing again. We find people of all different 
political persuasions, people of different economic ideas, and different 
cultural patterns. But sooner or later, just as many a man who has 
left the Communist Party says, the reason he left it was that he saw 
it was a sickness that was debasing his spirit like a malignant 


growth—not just his muscle and his physique, but his spirit. 

r 

That is the thing I think we have to keep in mind, and that is the 
reason why we are holding some of these hearings—not only because 


of the mechanism that is involved here. 
I have heard many people say, “There are only four or five or a 


handfull of Communists in this organization.” Well, it does not take 
much arsenic in a well to poison the water, and it does not take many 


skunks to make a rose garden forget the odor of the roses. 


Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Barron. I was going to say that after this far more important 
discussion, there is no need for my continuing one more petty case of 
misrepresentation. Consequently, I have concluded my presentation. 

Senator Humpurey. We will incorporate the balance of your testi 


mony in the record. 
Mr. Barron. Thank yon, sir. 
(The material referred to follows :) 


Mr. Carey likewise read to this subcommittee two sentences of an employ: 
relations news letter in which we commented on the fact that the eagerness « 
certain unions to strike during times of emergency over issues they hadn't be 
able to obtain in normal peacetime bargaining had the effect of providing “jus! 
as much help to Joe as if these union officials were, in fact, Communist agents 

In the full message which is appended to our statement, you will note tf! 
the sentences immediately preceding those which Mr. Carey read to you, mak 
clear our intention to criticize only those certain union leaders who: 

‘*e *  * Knowingly or unknowingly, are simply trying to take unworthy 
rantage of the country’s need for critical military items. 

“Whether it is their intention or not, the effect of their efforts gives undenial 
aid and comfort to the enemy. This is what the public has been led to ex}. 
from unions labeled as Communist-dominated. * * *" [Ttalies added.] 

We believe the italicized text above makes our intention clear. We likewise 
believe the conclusions stated are undeniable. It is incontrovertible that th: 
strikes in our critical industries are vresently having the effect of “giving 
and comfort to the enemy”: it continues to be our opinion that it is taking 
worthy advantage of the country’s need” for a union to conduct a strike o 
an issue which the same union has been unable to secure during more norm: 


peacetime bargaining. 
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We think it abundantly clear from the above, that neither of the messages 
referred to by Mr. Carey were intended to condemn all labor unions or to “smear 
the entire labor movement” nor did they do so. 

When read in their entirety it is clear that while we approve of labor unions 
and many of their leaders, we were exercising the too infrequently used right of 
criticizing union officials for policies or practices which we firmly believe are 
inimical to the interests of the country and the balanced best interest of all of us. 

Such considered observations as these, we shall continue to have the courage 
to make public—no matter how much discomfort they may cause in some circles. 
Moreover, no amount of distortion or other misrepresentation would stay us in 
what we believe is the exercise of our privilege and the discharge of our duty 
to so do. 


Mr. Boutware. We also have just two pages of conclusions, which 
we would like to have included in the record, if you will. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, indeed. We will have these conclusions 
inserted in the record at this point, following Mr. Barron’s statement. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


CONCLUSION 


We respectfully submit that the total testimony presented to this subcommittee 
establishes conclusively : 

1. That the long record of Mr. James B. Carey with all its inconsistencies and 
contradictions; his habit of distorting and concealing facts; and his habit of 
attaching to words his own, rather than their normal meaning, all serve to dis- 
qualify him as a credible witness on the issue of responsibility for the presence 
of any Communist-led union in the electrical industry today ; 

2. That there is no evidence sufficient to create even a slight suspicion that Mr. 
Carey's ancient charges about GE might be accurate or supportable; 

3. That if responsibility for UE’s continued presence with us is to be placed 
anywhere by this subcommittee, the record requires that it be found to rest in 
the national office of the C1O of which Mr. Carey was a part, and where for so 
long UE was approved, its entrenchment assisted and where it was so well 
protected from efforts of fellow CIO unions to provide any other kind of a union 
in the electrical industry ; 

4. That the much publicized ecorts of the CIO and the “anti-Communist” unions 
to clean house have not been sufficiently thorough and consistent, nor have they 
gone deeply enough into local conditions so as to justify Congress in relying upon 
such efforts as an excuse for not legislating upon the question of communism in 
labor unions; 

5. That the proposal made to this subcommittee by the IUE (CIO) to deal with 
the problem of communism in unions by administrative action of a tripartite 
board is far more dangerous, and unworkable than any other proposal made to 
you. There is even some question in our minds as to whether it may have been 
made to divert this subcommittee from making a more realistic recommendation. 
We suggest this possibility only because the IUE (CIO) proposal is represented 
as being fully consistent with the position of the CIO, whereas the CIO, as late as 
1949, opposed publicly and in the courts the use of such administrative authority 
by the Atomic Energy Commission ; 

6. That nothing but the vaguest of reasons and generalities have been offered 
to this committee as grounds for not adopting the legislative proposal we have 
made to you or similar proposals made or endorsed by others. Out of these pro- 
posals it is possible to devise fully adequate means for protecting the rights of in- 
dividuals and unions while guarding the country and employees from the dangers 
of Communist-led labor unions. 


Senator Humpurey. Mr. Barbash, do you want to proceed now with 
some of your questioning that you have been looking forward to? 

Mr. Barsasu. I think your colloquy with Mr. Barron and Mr. 
Boulware has answered many of the questions, but I would like to pin 
down some of these things. 

You alluded to it, or referred to it, but I would like the record to 
show a clear answer, if it is all right. 

Do you believe there are American labor unions dominated by Com- 
munists in the United States? 
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Mr. Boutware. That is my assumption. As we made clear in our 
testimony, we have no positive, direct professional evidence of it. 

I think you might want to know that when the Korean episode came 
along, we wrote to both the Attorney General and the Department of 
Defense and said, “We have some people who are repeatedly reported 
as being suspected, in the public press and in hearings and various 
sorts of people, amateurs, and semiprofessionals and others, and we 
want you to know that we are in your hands. We would like to do 
whatever you want done. We would like to have whatever informa 
tion you have that would guide us, or we would like to have any 
directions from you.” 

And we have been told to go along with what we are doing. 

Mr. Barzasu. If you will forgive an uncharitable remark, “it is this: 
that the documentation on the IUE is ver y extensive and profound and 
learned. 

Now, I appreciate that the IUE is the irritant in this case. 

Mr. Boutware. No. Let me stop you right there. You asked u: 
to come down here and comment on two things. I have your letter 


You said: 


Come down here : 
down here and comment on Mr. Carey's testimony. 


ind comment on your proposal made on March 28, and com 


And that is what we did. 

Mr. Barpasu. Yes. 

Mr. Boutware. Now, if you would like us to come down here and 
comment on our general impression on UE, we would like to take a 
day on that. 

Mr. Barsasu. The other part of a series of questions in the begin 
ning was: What do we do about Communist unions? One of the 
reasons why the chairman selected General Electric was that it has 
been faced with the problem, shall I say, of an allegedly Communist 
union. 

Mr. Boutware. That is very false and spurious. No. I thought 
you were saying conniving with them. 

Mr. Barsasu. No. I said of allegedly Communist unions. I am 
remarking in this uncharitable way ‘that both your statements, bot! 
the statement in the printed document and your original statement 
failed to make any comment on that at all. In response to questions, 
you have indicated that you are amateurs in this field. 

Mr. Bovtware. All right, what are your questions that you are 
unsatisfied about? We are here until Sunday. 

Senator Humpurey. Let me act just as an arbitrator here for a 
minute. 

I will say that the gentleman’s statement in reference to the U : 
and the IVE has been ‘primarily directed not so much at the IUE 
it has to Mr. Carey and Mr. Carey’s testimony. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Boutwarr. We were asked to come and remark about it. 

Senator Humenrey. I think that ought to be made quite clear fo: 


the record. The fact that you did not comment a great deal on the 
UE, I think that is partly due to the nature of our interrogation of 


you. 


With that, I think I will let Mr. Barbash proceed. 


Mr. Boutware. What are your questions, Mr. Barbash? What are 


the questions you are unsatisfied about ? 
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Mr. Barsasn. Do you believe that the UE, independent, is a Com- 
munist-dominated union? What is your judgment ? 

Mr. Boutwarer. What is your question again ? 

Mr. Barsasu. What is your judgment as to whether the UE is a 
Communist union ? 

Mr. Boutwarr. We have read the papers. We have very grave 
doubts about the UE. 

As Mr. Barron told you this morning, we are seriously affected by 
what we see in the papers, what we note from Government testimony, 
from the things we see so often, that they will not come forward and 
clear themselves or appear to. 

But, at the same time, like Mr. Carey testified here and was read 
this morning, we have no positive professional information that we 
could go to court on that and it would stand up, and we have asked 
the Government for it; we have asked the Attorney General for it, as 
[ was just explaining during these letters. 

So we have no professional information that these people are Com- 
niunists, and we tell you at the same time that we have grave doubts 
about this thing arising from all this indefiniteness. 

And the thing we are down here asking you to do is to sponsor leg- 
islation that will clear up this indefiniteness and stop this ri: abble- 
rousing and stop these false claims and give us some basis to do it. 

We do what the security officers tell us. We deal with the UE be- 
cause we are told to, just like we do with other unions. Under the 
Wagner Act and the Taft-Hartley Act, you are not supposed to go 
wandering around selecting unions that you will deal with. 

I think the employees might not like that. I think I am a good 
enough citizen that I would not want that done. I don’t think that 
works. 

Mr. Barpasn. I think I want the record clear, Mr. Chairman, that 
I should not have any of my remarks construed as meaning that the 
General Electric Co. should show any favoritism, to any union, one 
side or the other. In the first place, that would be illegal. In the 
second place, it would be undesirable. 

Mr. Boutware. That is right. I would like to add to your remarks 


that we have shown no preference for any of them, no favoritism for 
any of them. 


Mr. Barsasn. Thank you very much. 
[ am finished with my questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator Humpnrey. I respect your judgment in reference to not 
branding people. 
I think there has been far too much of this individual sleuthing 
and prejudgment. 
I must say, in all candor, that I do not think you told all when you 
aid that all you know is what you read in the paper, because you are 
too wise a man for that, Mr. Boulware, you are a le arned man. 
Mr. Boutware. Well, we are subject to your questioning. We 
sincere about this. We have the professionals i n each one of our 
plants. At the slightest indie ata either in the preliminary screen- 
ing, as Mr. Barron corrected me there, at the lower levels and in con- 
nection with the upper people—and remember, we have these 11,000 
engineers where they really have their hands on the important things— 
we do our best to report every suspicious thing that we see or that 


are 
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comes to us, or any grounds for this thing, to the professionals, and 
we do as we are told. 

The thing that we are impressed by is this: Now, many times that is 
wrong. We e are probably just as surprised and impressed on those 
rare occasions when they will admit that we were right when we were 
suspicious in cases in between where they don’t rant to do anything 
because we think they are continuing to watch these people and not 
having us do anything because they want to see their additional asso 
ciations. 

Senator Humpnrey. I will ask one final question. 

Mr. Boulware, or Mr. Barron, either one of you, if there are any 
Communist-dominated unions, do you believe this constitutes a haz 
ard to national security / 

Mr. Boutware. There isn’t any question about that. 

Senator Humpnrey. Is it your judgment, then, that any unio; 
that is Communist-dominated or Communist-infiltrated does cor 
stitute a hazard to national security ? 

Mr. Boutware. Yes. I will say this: I don’t think we should get 
as freshly alarmed about that as we sometimes do. I say that be 

cause they are largely in the hourly workers, where they cannot put 
these complicated things together. I mean they cannot put 2 and 
together like that. 

If we had a union of the scientists, the physicists, and the metallu 
gists and the engineers, where they design and plan the assembly of 
these things, that would be different if they should be domin: ated by 
the Communists and if they were not suspicious of their leadership. 
It is an old-fashioned idea that the best union is the one that is most 
surely and unalterably antiboss, and I think that some people that 
somebody will charge with being anti-Communist will surely not want 
to join up with the boss. 

So there is a little of that along with other habits in this thing 

Senator Humrnrey. Mr. Bernstein. 

Mr. Bernstein. No further questions, Senator. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you have any further statement, sir?! 

Mr. Boutware. The danger of the thing comes from the politica 
strife, of course, as well as from the espionage and so forth. 

Senator Humpnrey. Do you think we have had any political strikes 
in the last few years, I mean since Korea ? 

Mr. Boutware. I don’t know of any. 

Senator Humpnrey. I mean in terms of international policies. 


Mr. Boutware. I could not diagnose them. You can’t tell when 


you have so many. 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Pfeif, do you have anything you want 
to say ¢ 

Mr. Pretr. I think the situation has been covered pretty well. 

Senator Humpnrey. I would say it was covered with considerable 
documentation. 

Mr. Pretr. I think that all of us who are concerned with this gen 
eral problem look forward to some kind of a real solution to it, be 
cause it is very difficult to continually surmise. It is difficult to be 
suspicious, and especially so when you have nothing in the negotiating 
field which leads to suspicion, and you are continually between the 


two sides of it. 
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I think all of us who are associated with the entire union problem 
would like to see this thing cleared up, and we would like to see it 
cleared up on the basis of definite information, not suspicion or alle- 
gation, but on actual facts. Anything that can be done to stimulate 
that, to bring that about, will, I think, be of general good to the 
country. 

Senator Humprurey. Earlier in the statements today there was a 
comment about the reason that certain unions were expelled from the 
CIO was that they were at variance with CIO policy. Is that correct? 

Mr. Boutware. We said substantially. 

Mr. Barron. One of the chief reasons for that. 

Senator Humreurey. On page 6 of your first statement you make 
a statement to the effect that it seems to you that organizations that 
were expelled were expelled not just because they constituted a dan- 
ger, but chiefly because they refused to follow the political or other 
policies which were endorsed by the CIO. Do you know what political] 
policies those were ? 

Mr. Barron. We have a copy. I think your own report indicates 
the reasons for expulsion of the CIO union. 

We have also in our document the statement of Mr. Murray with 
reference to the executive board. Prior to the CIO convention, you 
will recall that we called your attention to the fact that the CIO execu- 
tive committee had passed a resolution that representatives of the 
unions should resign from the executive board unless they were pre- 
pared to follow the policies of the CIO convention. And Mr. Murray 
and Mr. Carey both explained that, that that permitted a man to con- 
tinue to entertain his political beliefs so long as he followed CIO 
policies. 

Then there is further corroboration of those statements, together 
with other statements that are in our first report and elsewhere’ 
throughout the whole convention record. 

It seemed to us, as we read the written record, that a very substan- 
tial reason for the parting of the ways came not over the issue of the 
dangers of Communists, but it came over the insistence that CIO 
political conventions should determine the policies to be followed 
by member unions in political and in other areas. 

Referring to the statement of reasons, which is contained in part 
of your own report, your interim report, I think you need refer only to 
the itemization of reasons for the expulsion of the UE. 

I think there are there stated some seven reasons for the expulsion, 
and the first two of them have something to do with the Communist 
problem. But then it goes on to name five others which are wholly 
unrelated to the Communist problem as such, but rather they are re- 
lated to violation of instructions of the CIO convention, as we read 
the record, Senator. 

Senator Humpnrey. On the United Office and Professional Work- 
ers of America, for example, which is one of the unions expelled 
by the CIO, on page 13 of our report, which publishes some of the CIO 
hearings, there is the statement: 

The union’s general postwar position was the same as that of the Communist 
Party and it remains the same today. 

The union specifically 

1. Demanded the withdrawa! «f United States troops from China and Greece. 


2. Demanded a peace policy board on Big Three unity. 
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3. Opposed the Truman doctrine. 
4. Opposed the Marshall plan, as a foreign-policy 
Hartley-ism. 
5. Supported Henry Wallace and the Progressive Party in 1948. 
6. Opposed the Atlantic pact. 
7. Supported the Marcantonio bill (which had no chance of passage) in oppo- 
sition to the ClO-supported Thomas-Lesinski bill, which could have passed if 
supported. 
8. Supported the WFTU and opposed the decision of the CIO to break with it. 
9. Denounced CIO leadership as a tool of reaction and imperialism. 
The union’s position at the present time as regards the CIO is, 
Communist Party’s, one of violent and destructive opposition. * * * 


The fact of the matter is that in the CIO hearings the positions 
taken by the Communist Party as announced in official publications 
and statements were compared with those of the unions which were 


manifestation of Taft 


as is the 


expelled. 

The CIO in convention had passed a series of resolutions in support 
of the Marshall plan, the North Atlantic Pact, and other types of aid 
we have been giving. 

What the CIO did then in its hearings was to compare the C1O 
policy to the position of the union which was up for a hearing and 
the latter with the position of the Communist Party. The resulting 
pattern demonstrated that the position of the CLO was being flaunted, 
the position of the Communist Party was being mimicked or being 
followed line by line and point by point. Is not that what happened / 

Mr. Boutware. All these things you talked of there, except the one 
issue of being Communist-dominated, are all postwar items. They 
have known about it for 13 years and have done nothing about it. 

Sen: tor Humrnrey. For at least six of those years there had been 
quite a change in the Communist P arty line. The Communist Party 
line changed rather rapidly on June 22, 1941. The Communist Party 
line changed so much from there on out that it was almost identical 
to the whole purpose and policy of the Government of the United 
States and its allies because of the attack upon the Soviet Union. 

It was interesting to note that the Communist policy did not change 
in 1940, but it changed on June 22, 1941. 

What I am getting at is that the CIO expelled these unions not 
only because they did not pay their dues to the CIO. They expelled 
a ‘m on the basis of just one simple fact, that the line being set down 

by the union officials in certain unions was identical to the Communist 

Party line and inimical to the CIO policies as arrived at in conventio1 

For example, here is the resolution expelling the UE 

We can no longer tolerate within the family of the CIO the Communist Parts 
masquerading as a labor union. The time must come when the CIO must 
strip off the mask. So long as the agents of the Communist Party in the labor 
movement enjoy the benefits of affiliation with the CIO they will continue 
carry on this betrayal under the protection of the good name of the CIO. The 
false crying of these misleaders is for labor to render enmity and does not 
immediately recede. In the name of unity, they seek to justify their blind a 
selfish willingness to act as puppets for Soviet dictatorship and its foreign 
policy, with all its twists and turns, the Cominform attack upon the Marshall 
plan, the ECA, the Atlantic Treaty, and arms aid to free nations. New that 
they are at the end of the trail, these Communist unions cry out against raiding 
and secession. What they call raiding and secession is simply a movement! 
workers throwing out a gang of men who are without principle other than to 
base loyalty to a foreign power. 

That is resolution No. 58, the expulsion of the VDERMWA. It goes 


on for several pages and contains evidence to support the resolution. 
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Mr. Boutware. We don’t want to belabor the case because we are 
not particularly involved. We were making the point that the fact 
is about the delay. Even with the best of intentions, when they find 
that delay, our point there, the significant thing you start out with, 
is that you say the time has come. 

Our contention is that the way they were treating the workers in 
Russia was not any different 10 years before, and they knew it. They 
had been all over there. And why hadn’t the time come 10 years 
before ¢ 

We are not trying to belabor the point. 

Senator Humpurey. If a member of the clergy worked on that 
basis, he would have no repentant sinners. 

Mr. Boutware. We are for repentance, and we will take help from 
any quarters. 

Senator Humrnurey. You figure some of the deacons have to do 
some work, 

Mr. Boutware. There are choir singers. 

Senator Humenrey. All right, sir, thank you very much. We ap- 
preciate your coming before this committee. 

Mr. Barron. Mr. Chairman, I noted in reading the record that Mr. 
Carey at various points had offered to submit some additional testi- 
mony to the subcommittee. I did not know what it was. I cannot 
recall. It was specific points related to his specific charges. 

I would like to simply reserve the right that should such additional 
information be submitted, we would like to have the opportunity to 
consider further documentation which might be of help to you. 

Senator Humpurey. You surely will be given that opportunity. 
If Mr. Carey submits any further testimony, you will be given a 
copy of it. 

Mr. Barron. Not to open new material, but relevant to his specific 
charges about us. 

Senator Humrurey. Yes. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Barron. Thank you for your courtesy, Mr. 





Chairman. 










TESTIMONY OF RUSS NIXON, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, UE, 
AND JAMES MATLES, DIRECTOR OF ORGANIZATION, UE—Resumed 


Senator Humpurey. Mr. Nixon, do you want to complete your tes- 
timony, and Mr. Matles to follow ¢ 

The whole statement has gone into the record and you were supposed 
to comment on certain portions. 

Mr. Nixon. Senator, we are a bit concerned about the time. 

Senator Humpurey. We have until 5:30. I think we were here 
until 1:30 the other day, were we not! 

Mr. Nixon. No; we had a couple of hours. 
Senator Humpnrey. About 4 hours ought to be enough, should it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Nixon. I don’t know. It depends to some degree on you. 

Senator Humpurey. Let us be reasonable, Mr. Nixon. The full 
statement is already in the record. We will conclude here at 5:30 and 
you can submit any other written statement that you want to submit for 
the record. 

Mr. Nixon. Yes. But, of course, that is not comparable to having 
an opportunity to present it to you. 
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Senator Humpurey. I am going to have to read the whole record 
again. This is not a simple job. There is just one Senator here. | 
have to read this whole record. 

Mr. Nixon. Very well. 

I think I had better, in just a couple of minutes, indicate what had 
gone before in our statement since it was 10 days ago, I believe, that 
we appeared, and perhaps to bring the discussion back to the issue a 
little more sharply. 

When we testitied before, we tried, at the outset, to outline the 

various proposals that were before this subcommittee for legis]: ative, 
administrative or executive action. We stated a basic proposition, 
which I think I might restate. That it is the position of the UE that 
all of these proposals, regardless of form, whether under existing o1 
proposed new legislation, which would establish Government controls 
depriving wor kers of their free choice of selection of their own union 
bargaining agent, or of their free choice in selection of union officers, 
or which would deprive individual workers of full protection from 
discrimination because of their political views, or which would limit 
the right to strike, are profoundly antidemocratic and are a maior 
weapon of the antilabor forces seeking to destroy the free, effective 
American trade-union movement. 

That is the point that we are making. 

We summarized the proposals as proposals that would seek to limit 
workers’ rights, the free right to choose their own union, to limit the 
workers’ right to freely choose their own union officers; that would 
limit the right to strike through the application of certain proscrip- 
tions on strikes as being political strikes and, finally, would limit the 
freedom of workers to have their own political views. 

We then proceeded to an evaluation of these particular proposals, 
one by one. 

Senator Humpnrey. You are evaluating proposals which other 
people have presented to this committee, not which this committee 
has presented to other people. 

Mr. Nixon. We had a pretty full discussion and description of all 
the proposals. 

Senator Humenrey. I want that perfectly clear. We have been 
asking witnesses as to what they think we might a 

Mr. Nixon. As you recall, we went through the proposals that are 
before the committee, and we proceeded to evaluate them. 

Before we proceeded to evaluate them, Senator Humphrey, you 
will recall we made the point that it is necessary to evaluate these pro 
posals on the limitation of rights of choice and political rights withi 
the labor movement in the framework of the general situation in which 
the trade-union movement finds itself. We characterized that as one 
of general attack on the trade-union movement, as one of general attack 
on civil rights, establishment of a situation of fear and repressio! 
throughout the country, as far as civil rights are concerned. 

We characterized it also as a situation in which these proposals «1 
brought before a Congress that has demonstrated its antilabor views 
and its anticivil rights views and that we cannot evaluate the pro 
posals specifically without keeping always in our mind this genera 
background. 

The first point that we evaluated was the proposal to deprive work 
ers of the free right to choose their own union. We made a very simple 
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and basic point there, simply this: That no one, other than workers 
exercising their free choice, should select the union that they wished 
to have represent them in collective bargaining, and that anything 
which limits that right is a blow at the basic freedom of the trade- 
union movement and a blow at the freedom upon which its effective- 
ness is based. 

We made a point in this connection, that all unions were under at- 
tack and that, increasingly, major corporations are characterizing as 
suspect and worthy of proscription, unions of all different persuasions, 
different views, regardless of whether they are called right, left, cen- 
ter, or what they may be. 

The second proposal that we want to evaluate is the proposal to 
deprive workers of their right to choose the leadership of their own 
unions. There, again, our “position is very simple. We insist that 
in a free trade-union movement, every worker and every member of a 
union should have equal rights—equal rights to vote, to participate, 
to say what he wishes to say, to run for office, to be elected or defeated 
on the basis of the democratic choice of the workers in that union. 

We insist upon this because of our strong feeling that the only in- 
surance that a union has that it will serve the interests of its member- 
ship lies in the absolute right of the membership to control its own 
union, to elect its own leadership, to vote on its own settlements and 
demands, and to determine its own policies. To the extent that this 
right is taken away, the union is diverted from serving the interests 
of the membership to the interests of whatever authority is placed 
above the membership in limiting their right of free choice. 

Very simply, we say that nobody is in the position or should be in 
the position in a free trade-union movement to say to the workers: 
“You don’t know what is good for you. We are going to substitute for 
you in your own selection.” 

We say simply that if a union is to be maintained as a free union 
and its independent strength is going to be maintained, this internal 
democracy which preserves the right of every worker within that 
union to participate, to debate, to vote, and to run for office must be 
retained. 

The next proposal that we evaluated is the question of the proposals 
to characterize certain strikes as political strikes. Once that is done, 
to suggest certain proscriptions with regard to them, and in addition 
to that characterize the leaders of such strikes for unions allegedly 
engaged in such strikes as therefore being on the forbidden list and 
the union itself subject to proscription. 

We say this with regard to this question, and we mention it because 
it was brought up so frequently in the testimony before the committee. 
Significantly the last word almost of Mr. Boulware was to throw in 
the proposition of the political strike. 

Senator Humpurey. He said he did not know of any. 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, sir: that is right; but he threw it in nonetheless. 

Senator Humenrey. I asked him the question. 

Mr. Nixon. That, of course, is significant. In spite of the fact that 
nobody knows of any, very responsible Government representatives 
have come here and have talked about political strikes and have made 
proposals on the basis of political strikes. Their proposals run to the 
limitation on the freedom of the right to strike. 
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Senator Humpurey. Now, do you think that is unusual in view of 
what is going on in the world? Do you not think it would occur to 
the average mind, after reading the newspapers, to ask a question 
about political strikes ? 

Mr. Nixon. What I do not think is unusual is that in a general 
period of antilabor activity and an attack on the right to strike 
generally this particular approach to the right to strike is used. 

Senator Humrurry. We have all kinds of people who have ap 
peared before this committee. 

As I said, I do not know what is in your statement. You can say 
anything you want to. 

People who ap pear here come out with some very unfortunate and 
sometimes unpalatable ideas, but we just have to listen to those ideas. 

Mr. Nixon. I don’t object to you listening to them, sir. Obviously 
not. What I am trying to do is to evaluate these proposals that were 
put before you. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, I understand. 

Mr. Nixon. Reference was made by the head of the Munitions Board 
of the Government and by the Secretary of Labor in very sharp and 
far-reaching terms to politic: al strikes, 

I am saying simply this: that this alleged concern over sabotage 
and subversion is being used as a cloak to hide one new approach to 
the question of the right to strike. Our conclusion is very simple. 

The right of workers to strike must not be curtailed in any way. 


shape, or form. The heart of the trade-union movement is its col 
lective bargaining, and the heart of the heart of the labor movement 
is its right to strike. I didn't say to strike. I said the right to strike 


The right to strike sits with every bargainer in every situation and 
with every grievance committeeman. It is the foundation upon which 
the b: arg ning power of labor is based. 

From the beginnings of the trade-union movement, those who op 
posed collective bargaining have sought by one means or another to 
limit the right to strike. 

The observation I am making to you at this point is this: that in 
the framework of the hearings that you have been carrying on, in the 
framework of the alleged concern over subversion and sabotage we 
are having pushed a most serious approach to limit the right to strike. 
I say that it would be most damaging development to permit thi: 
particular line to have any influence toward the limitation of the right 
to strike. It would be a body blow at the basic rights of the trade 
union movement. 

Mr. Bernstern. The proposal has not been in terms of the right to 
strike. The problem has been posed in terms of potential politica! 
ee 

Mr. Nixon. Yes. When we discussed this proposal when I appeared 
before, I made it clear that this was not ex xactly in the same category 
as the other proposals. It is true that there are no specific legislative 
proposals before this committee, but it is impossible to avoid the re 
peated reference in the general framework of these hearings to po 
litical strikes. 

Now, I think there are two or three aspects of this. 

One is that somehow or other such strikes should be proscribed 
That is one part. 
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The other part of it is that a union that engages in what is to be 
called a political strike thereby puts around itself evidence upon 
which you will base action to proscribe that union. 

Three, leaders who engage in the leadership of such a strike, once 
it is entitled a “political strike,” put themselves on the proscribed 
list. 

I cannot imagine a more effective movement against the right to 
strike than that. That is the reason I raise the question. 

Mr. Barpasu. Do you believe there is cause for alarm, Mr. Nixon? 

Mr. Nixon. Yes, I believe there is great concern or alarm. 

Mr. Barsasu. You believe there is cause for alarm with respect to 
political strikes? Is there any basis at all in this thinking about po- 
litically directed strikes or is that something conjured up ? 

Mr. Nixon. I am alarmed at the proposals before this committee. 
That is why I said that I agree with you that there is a basis for alarm 
as far as your particular question is concerned. There is obviously 
no basis at all or cause for alarm about political strikes happening. 
We cannot go up to the ceiling on the basis of hypotheses and hypothet- 
ical questions on this thing. 

Mr. Barnasu. Were the strikes in France and Italy hypotheses ? 
Were those political strikes? 

Mr. Nixon. I suppose they were economic strikes in France and 
Italy. 

Mr. Barsasu. No political strikes ¢ 

Mr. Nixon. They may well have what you call political implica- 
tions. 

Mr. Barsasu. Would you say that they had political implications? 

Mr. Nixon. There are a great many strikes in France. 

If you want to say that there have been strikes that have had politi- 
cal issues involved in economic issues, of course, but that gives you 
no basis for proscribing such a strike. That is no basis for it. If 
workers decide in their voluntary way that they have some political 
issues in addition to their economic issues, that gives you no basis for 
proscription of the right of the workers to engage in concerted action. 

Senator Humeurey. Your position is that if a group of people want 
to strike to make their point of view felt or to make their views heard 
they have the right todo so. Is that right, Mr. Nixon ? 

Mr. Nixon. Without qualification. 

Now, the final section that we want to evaluate contains the pro- 
posals that deprive workers of the right to their own political views 
and their own political activity. 

From the very beginning of the trade-union movement in this fight 
of employers against trade-unions and against the organization of 
workers and against collective bargaining, the most common weapon 
has been to characterize militant unionists, active trade-unionists, with 
some color word such as anarchist, subversive, Socialist, Communist, 
foreign agitator. It is the most common weapon, I suppose, in the 
agenda of antilabor activity. 

Now, on the other hand, one of the greatest weapons of the workers 
has been their own freedcm to engage in their own political thinking, 
to have their own political views, to make up their own minds, and 
to be free from intimidation or from proscription or punishment or 

discrimination on the basis of their political views. 








472 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


The employers have fought against this by the use of the blacklist, 
which is a well-known weapon of employers. In current times we find 
a proposal by the chamber of commerce that would establish a govern- 
mentally imposed blacklist and create the possibility of general dis- 
crimination along the same familiar lines in most of the plants 
throughout the country. 

Senator McCarran, in the bill that he has introduced, S. 1975, and 
in both bills that he has introduced, as a matter of fact, wrote in a 
provision which would give the employer carte blanche, for all prac 
tical purposes, to screen out employees that he didn’t like. This would 
place directly in the hands of the employer a power to deny his workers 
the right to political or economic beliefs or opinions that ran contrary 
to his own. It would give him a most powerful weapon against the 
workers, against action “by workers to protect themselves, and against 
their union. 

In this particular area of freedom of opinion, where there is so 
much evidence of danger to free speech and free thought, it is particu 
larly important that within the ranks of working people there be free 
dom from fear; that there be freedom to engage in political thinking, 
and that there be no limitations put upon ‘their views either by the 
employer directly or by Government-imposed limitations on that 
political freedom. 

Now, the final conclusion I want to make before Mr. Matles comes 
to his section is this: That these proposals are extremely far-reaching 
proposals; that they were put into effect—and it is not a question of 
whether it is new legislation or existing administrative procedures 
that would be extended—they would end the existence of free choice 
in the American trade-union movement. They would end it. They 
would create an unprecedented situation in the American labor move 
ment. 

The proposals of Mr. Boulware would end freedom in the trade 
union movement. While he and Mr. Carey may have differences, on 
this particular question they agree; that is, on the fundamental ques 
tion of limiting the freedom of choice on the part of workers. 

Now, we think that this presents a most grave problem to the entire 
American trade-union movement, because this would be a move to 
impose conformity with all of the dangerous implications that that 
involves. 

You will recall that I read a quotation from Mr. Harrison, president 
of the clerks, and you indicated considerable agreement with that 
statement. I think that in real life it is going to be very hard to wag 
the kind of fight that Mr. Harrison talked about against the taking 
over by big business of our way of life, our national policy against 
the limitations on freedoms, against all the proscriptions that we . know 
are being increasingly imposed upon the American people. It is go 
ing to be harder to carry on that kind of fight. It is going to be im 
possible to carry on that kind of fight and to go along with these 
types of proposals under any guise and for any excuse. 

There is a danger in this country of fascism which I think cannot 
be ignored. W hen you talk about this you are not talking about hypo- 
thetical things. You are talking about specific actions that can be 
named one by one in the direction of the repression of free rights, the 
repression of the trade-union movement, increased political power 1) 
concentrated economic forces in our country, and the development of 
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fear amongst people and silence amongst people because they are 
afraid. 

Mr. Barrasu. Mr. Nixon, is it possible to be against fascism and 
big business control of American economic life and at the same time 
to be against Communist infiltration of American unions? 

Mr. NIXxon. Perhaps theoretically so. 

Mr. Barsasu. But practically not? 

Mr. Nixon. Not so when you begin to play with the kind of pro- 
posals that have been put before this committee. It is impossible 
to ignore the fact that there seems to be an inevitable tendency on 
the part of the person who grasps that as the issue to move into the 
channels of reaction and to not carry on the fight for freedom and for 
the trade-union movement. 

Look at the question of Mr. Carey for just a moment, a trade-union 
leader presumably in the category that you just mentioned, Mr. Bar- 
bash, from your point of view presumably in that category. What 
has happened to him? He goes, in 1950, to Senator Munat’s Ameri- 
van Mobilization, which was a Fascist-oriented group of people gath- 
ered together under the idea of fighting Reds—— 

Mr. Biddle, in his book, says “the obsession spread,” 
quotes the Mundt’s American Mobilization Movement. 

Carey joins there with the most reactionary forces in the country. 

Senator Humpnrry. Did he speak there’ 

Mr. Nixon. He spoke there, and what did he say ? 

Senator Humrurey. He spoke there, but was ‘he a delegate? 

Mr. Nixon. He was a main speaker, Senator Humphrey, and he 
sent his special assistant, Mr. Reed, who was chairman of the reso- 
lutions committee of that group, and served as the chairman of its 
continuing committee. He did speak there, and what he said was 
significant. 

It was at that time, Senator Humphrey, that he said [reading] : 

In the last war we joined with the Communists against the Fascists. In the 
next war we will join with the Fascists against the Communists. 


and then he 


That is a dangerous line of development. When he was here before 
you he advised you to study the Kersten committee report and he 
praised it. Look at that report, a report put out by Kersten, who 

s Senator MeCarthy’s chief representative in the House of Repre- 
— itives, and who worked, when he was out of the Congress, for 
Bill Engels, who is the lobbyist for Freuhauf Trailers, Allis-Chal- 
mers, Inland Steel , and so forth. 

The other member of the committee was Wood of Georgia, the 
‘hairman of the Un-American Activities Committee. 
Wood and Fisher, an anti-labor Congressman from Texas. 

The secretary of the CIO grasped this and said, “This is good. 
This is what I want.” 

Mr. Barpasu. You are making him guilty by association. 

Mr. Nixon. I think you understand ‘what I am saying. 

Mr. Barpasu. Are you? 

Mr. Nrxon. No. He is guilty by the proposals that he makes, 
| am pointing out to you the dangerous road that he is traveling 
with whom he joins hands with in where he is going. 

Mr. Barnasn. The chairman will forgive me if I get. personal, but 
| have seen in many UE publications the linking of Senator Hum- 


There were 


and 
and 
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phrey and Senator McCarran in something which you folks have 
a the Humphrey-McCarran bill. Nowhere in any doc uments that 
you have printed or published—some of them under your signature, 
Mr. Nixon—did you say that Senator Humphrey had not proposed 
any such bill, had indeed disavowed any specific piece of legislation. 
Yet, consistently in the union’s organ and that of the Mine, Mill and 
Smelter Workers, the Union News, and indeed even in your releases 
you have talked about the Humphrey-McCarran proposals. If this 
kind of guilt by association—if it is guilt—has the same validity as 
your Carey-Kerstén association, I think the committee has a right to 
look at it with a jaundiced eye. 

Mr. Nixon. Well, I want to complete the thought I was making 
and to then come back to what you have said, because I am making a 
point about Carey and the proposals that he has put before this com- 
mittee, which I think are probably the most far reaching and the most 
extreme proposals that have been made here. 

I want to make the point that when you start down this road you 
begin to join forces with the most reactionary antidemocratie forces 
in the country, and you wind up with proposals such as Carey has 
done, which would eliminate free trade-unionism in this country. 

Now, with regard to the specific question that you have raised —— 

Senator Humpnrey. Now, may I go back just a minute? There is 
no doubt that when one is confronted with the impact of the Com- 
munist conspiracy there is a real division which at times has led people 
into doing things which should not have been done. But this has 
been a constant dilemma for people that believe in freedom, because we 
have been accustomed to dealing with organizations and forces in life 
that accept a common basis of morality and standards. By that, I 
mean political principles. 

We have not been accustomed to dealing with political forces in this 
world that have repudiated what I consider to be the fundamental 
tenets of western civilization. 

Now, people that believe in freedom of individuals, who believe in 
some of these Christian-Judean principles, are faced with the prob 
lem of a force in this world which mouths these prince iples but which 
doesn’t believe in them. That has posed a very serious problem. 

I want to say in all candor that neither the ‘chairman of this sub 
committee nor any member of this subcommittee has accepted Mr. 
Care y's proposals or anybody else’s proposals. We have listened to 
them just as we are listening to yours. We find interesting informa 
tion in these proposals and the documentation presented. 

The chairman of this subcommittee has been one who has, through 
out his brief political life, fought for the right of workers to organize 
voluntarily, to bargain collectively, to strike. He is one that has re 
sisted the use of the injunction. He is one that has fought against the 
Taft-Hartley Act. I think he has a pretty good record in terms of 
the free labor movement of this country. 

Yet, he is also one that recognizes that there are forces which 
parade around the country on behalf of all of these things but don’t 
believe in them and that would literally sabotage them. 

There was a time when we hs id demonstrations, if not in this Na- 
tion at least in other nations, where, behind the a of promoting 
freedom, a la Czechoslovakia, for example, and a few other places, 
freedom was lost. That is what we are concerned bad: 
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I happen to be one who believes that, if the Communist movement 
is exposed for the fraud that it is, it will wither on the vine; at least, 
its apples won't be palatable. 

I believe that the best way to handle it is to expose it to the sun- 
light of truth. I think the longer it hides under the stones of con- 
fusion and in the swamps of despair, the more its bacteria will grow. 

So, I believe in getting the sunlight on it. 

I think that is perhaps the best therapy that we have. 

Mr. Nixon. Well, I am in favor of sunlight, too. 

The issue before this subcommittee and that has been put to it from 
many different quarters is not the question of something in Czecho- 
slovakia or something in France. It is a question of whether or not 
the American trade-union movement is going to be left free with free 
choice on the part of workers to select their own union, their own 
political views, and their own union officers. 

Senator Humrurey. That is correct. It is also the question of 
whether or not those who are members of the Communist Party and 
are a part of the working apparatus of the Communist Party are 
members of an international force which has as its plan and as its 
objective the control of organizations which affect the economic pro- 
ductivity of this Nation as well as the well-being of its people. That 
is part of the question. 

Mr. Nixon. I just wanted to say one other thing about the prob- 
lem raised by Mr. Barbash and also by yourself, on the question of 
our having misrepresented your proposals. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes, sir. 1 want to hear about that. 

Mr. Nrxon. I want to say something about that. 

Now, in the first place, there is obviously no such thing as a McCar- 
ran-Humphrey bill. 

Senator Humrurey. That is obviously true. 

Mr. Nixon. I have seen that mistake made in our own union and 
elsewhere. It has never been made by the international union. 

Mr. Barsasu. It is made in your releases. 

Mr. Nrxon. No; not the bill. We have said very carefully “The 
McCarran and Humphrey proposals,” and there is a difference between 
that. 

Now, I want to say why we do that and why we continue to do it. 

Senator Humpnurey. Will you tell me what the Humphrey pro- 
posals are ? 

Mr. Nrxon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpnurey. I want to know this fellow Humphrey that you 
have been talking about in your papers. 

Mr. Nixon. In the first place, Senator Humphrey, I have a parallel 
column of comparison between the provisions of the McCarran bills 
and your suggestions which I have labeled such. 

Senator Humrnrey. You mean the interview / 

Mr. Nrxon. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. All right. 

Mr. Nrxon. I would like to put this in the record. 

Senator Humpurvy. Fine. Do you find a similarity ? 

Mr. Nixon. Do you want me to go through it? I will be glad to. 

Senator Humpnurey. I want to save time, but I thought that you 
might generally like to summarize. 

994845231 
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Mr. Nrxon. I surely will. 

In the first place, Senator McCarran’s bill, as you know, provides 
as follows: 
that any union having an officer or representative who the McCarran Review 
Board finds is a member of a Communist organization, including any Commu- 
nist-front erganization or Communist-action organization, shall lose its NLRB 
certification as bargaining agent. 

Now, this is what you said: 

Now, these precedents lead to one possibility: That it could be a matter of 
public policy and could be a matter of public law that a union which for all 
practical purposes is a political organization controlled by and under the 
leadership of proven and known members of the Communist Party and following a 
line which one is able to identify as the Communist line—that even if that union 
gets a majority it shall not be given bargaining status in terms of a collective- 
bargaining contract, 

Senator Humrnrey. Wait a minute. Now, the words were: “these 
precedents lead to one possibility.” That is conjecture. That is what 
people have been talking about. Now you are putting it in the form 
of a bill. P 

Mr. Nixon. Just a minute. I am not putting anything in the form 
of a bill. 

Senator Humpurey. You are putting it in the form of a concrete 
proposal, Mr. Nixon. 

Mr. Nrxon. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. And I say to you that you can’t read if that is 
what you are doing. 

When you say “could,” or “would,” or “shall” there is a great dif- 
ference. Now, let us get that clear right re We are not. going to 
have any more of this misrepresentation, Mr. Nixon. 

Mr. Nixon. I want to make two points about this. No. 1, the whole 
impact of this interview was to indicate your thinking and your 
favorable approach to some types of action along these lines. 

Senator Humpnrry. Mr. Nixon, the full impact of the interview 
was to indicate the possible lines of activity, investigation, and search 
that this committee would pursue. That is what the full impact of 
the article was, sir. 

Mr. Nrxon. In everything that I have here wherever you have said 
“possibility,” that has been made clear. But look at this: 


You are suggesting— 
the question was asked— 
depriving them— 
meaning Communist-controlled or Communist-inspired unions— 
of bargaining rights. That would be about as effective in wrecking them, 
wouldn’t it? 
Your answer was: 
Correct. That is one of the possibilities. 
May I say that my own personal opinion is that it shouldn't be done admin 
istratively. I think these matters should be done by those who make the law 
Senator Humpnrey. That is quite clear. There are such proposals 
as Mr, Carey advances which are administrative proposals. It has 
been said by ‘the Senator from Minnesota that if things are to be done 
they should be done legislatively. 
Then what do we say? Gor ight ahead and read the interview. 
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Mr. Nixon. All right. 


I feel that these matters should be done by those who make the law. 

Senator Humpnurey. Correct, and why? 

Mr. Nrxon (reading) : 

There is always a tendency in this country, particularly in periods of emer- 
gency, to let administrative and executive bodies improvise as they go along, 
and then we are stuck. 

Senator Humpurey. What else does it say / 

Mr. Nixon. I will read the whole thing. 


I am much more of a liberal than that. I happen to believe that the Congress 
of the United States should make these basic policy decisions. There has been 
a tendency. in the last 15 or 20 years to just broadly legislate and then let any- 
body fill in anything in between. Well, some of the filling in is what kills the 
patient. 


Senator Humpnrey. Now, does not that tell you that possibly the 
Senator from Minnesota is a little bit concerned about some of these 
administrative proposals that would be legislation by administrative 
fiat. 

Mr. Nixon. I would draw the conclusion from that that the way you 
wanted to do this was by legislation rather than by administrative 
action. 

Senator Humpnrey. And if you will go on into the article you will 
find that we do not know whether we should legislate or we should not. 

The question of how you do this is not the central issue, The ques- 
tion is whether you do it. 

Mr. Nixon. There is this sort of thing. Look at this; look at this. 


Do you think you can nail this question down sufliciently in the coming year 
to get legislation this year? 
My own feeling is that I think we ought to. 


Well, maybe I can’t read. Down here you say: 


My own feeling is that this is of sufficient importance that an amendment to the 
Taft-Hartley Act on this subject would conceivably be appropriate. 


Senator Humrenrey. Would conceivably be appropriate / 

Mr. Nrxon. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. Now, if you would just continue on you will 
find such things, for example, as reference to an article which I am 
sure you have read because you have read everything that the Senator 
from Minnesota has published, in the New Leader, a very eminent 
liberal publication, where I said the following: 


What to do about the problem of Communist-dominated unions and national 
security, however, is quite another matter, and here I have no preconceptions. 
it is an extraordinarily complex problem. The experience with the Taft-Hart- 
ley non-Communist affidavit, for example, should demonstrate that no one pat 
answer, like making a man swear he isn’t a Communist, has much to offer. 

I am frank to admit, therefore, that our subcommittee is not prepared to 
advance ready answers on what a democracy can or should do to meet this prob- 
lem. We look to these hearings to help find the answers for us. In that sense, 
the hearings are fulfilling their traditional and important function for Congress. 
We will use them not to confirm preconceived ideas, but to provide us with a 
sound foundation of fact and opinion so that we can act wisely. 

There is no denying that we are dealing with a highly emotional problem. 
And not only the Communists, but many active, energetic anti-Communists as 
well, are emotionally involved. I think this is understandable, for the Com- 
munist label has often been applied indiscriminately, maliciously, and inaccu- 
rately. Yet conceding this fact, we still cannot ignor the existence of the prob- 
lem. The problem simply becomes all the more difficult to deal with. 
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The simple fact of the matter, Mr. Nixon, is that the record demon- 
strates beyond a shadow of a doubt that there is no preconceived legis- 
lative program that we seek. What we seek isone thing—informa- 
tion. 

With reference to your feeling that this is a problem that ought 
to be handled within the organization and that there ought to be no 
iaw or administrative rulings that in any way abridges the rights of 
individuals to bargain freely and to organize freely and to strike, that 
is a legitimate point of view. 

Mr. Nrxon. I am perfectly satisfied with the record so far as this 
issue is concerned. I have no problem about that whatsoever. 

Just let me summarize this in a sentence or two before Mr. Matles 
talks to you. 

We think that the proposals that are advanced here for Govern- 
ment control of unions, Government licensing of unions, the thought 
control of unions and union members are a most serious weapon of 
employers against the union movement, one that may jeopardize the 
security of our Nation. 

What we require in our country is more democracy and not less, and 
that requires above all a free and militant trade-union movement. 
We must guard that and let nothing interfere with it. That will give 
us the possibility of providing some kind of balance to the vast eco- 
nomic powers of the great corporations that exist in our country. 
A free and militant labor movement is the backbone of democracy in 
a modern industrial society. 

This means free choice by workers, free choice of unions, free choice 
of union leaders, and free choice of their own political views. 

We have presented this first part of our discussion of this issue 
because we are not only concerned for the welfare of our own union 
but because we think the welfare of the entire trade-union movement 
is involved, and, broader than that, the welfare and security of the 
country is involved. 

Now, that concludes the part that I was to summarize, and Mr. 
Matles will proceed with the next section. 

Senator HumpnHrey. Now, let me ask you this one question. 

Do you consider a Communist- dominated union a threat to our 
national security ¢ 

Mr. Nrxon. I think you asked that question before. 

Senator Humpnrey. I asked Mr. Boulware the question before he 
left here. 

Mr. Nixon. I meant before. 

I don’t like to have any union dominated by anyone. 

Senator Humpurey. That is exactly my position, so we will agree 
on that. 

Mr. Nixon. I think a union that is dominated by anybody other than 
its members is a threat. 

Senator Humpurery. Now, let’s assume, though, that the members 
are active participating members in the Communist Party. I ask 
this question without any if’s and and’s. Do you consider a Com- 
munist- dominated union a threat to our national security, “yes” or 

“no”? 

Mr. Nixon. Did you say its members were Communists? 

Senator Humrnurey. No. I said, do you consider a Communist- 
dominated union a threat to our national security, assuming that the 








COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 479 


Communist domination is made up of members of that union who have 
been elected, or who, if not elected, have been appointed to office. 

Mr. Nixon. I think that any union that is democratic, regardless 
of who its officers are, is not a threat to the security of our country 
because I don’t think that any democratic action by workers in our 
country could ever be a threat to our country. 

Senator Humrnrey. All right. In other words, then, the ques- 
tion has been answered by “No.” The answer to the question is “No.” 
If a union does have Communist domination, as long as it has been 
done by the will of the workers, it is not a threat ? ; 

Mr. Nixon. That is a contradiction in terms, and you like to be 
very careful about terms, Senator Humphrey. ; 

Senator Humpurey. No, | mean that if these members 

Mr. Nixon. Don’t use the word “domination,” then. If you don’t 
believe me, look it up and you won't use it again. : 

Senator Humpurey. If a union has Communist officers that are 
duly elected and Communists in the apparatus of the union organiza- 
tion appointed by said Communist officers, do you believe that such 
a union is a threat to our national security ¢ 

Mr, Nixon. I would suspect that my answer is already pretty clear 
to that. 

Senator HuMpenrey. What is the answer? 

Mr. Nixon. The answer is that any leadership of a union that is 
elected by the members of the union cannot be a threat to the security 
of the country, because it is based on a democratic choice of the 
workers. 

Senator Humpnrey. You mean that in the case of a Fascist-organ- 
ized union, a union in which the officers are Fascists, in which they 
are openly known as Fascists, in which there are Nazis, and in which 
there are members of the Fascisti, if they are elected members they 
are not a threat to the security of the Nation ? 

Mr. Nixon. If they are elected by the workers ? 

Senator Humenrey. Yes. 

Mr. Nixon. That is inconceivable to me. 

Senator HuMpurey. What is inconceivable ? 

Mr. Nixon. That democratic workers would elect such. 

Senator Humenrey. Let us assume that. 

Mr. Nixon. I couldn’t make the assumption. It is such a contradic- 
tion in terms and everything that I think of the trade-union movement 
for you to suggest that that I cannot quite understand how you can 
even suggest that a group of workers would freely choose a Fascist 
leadership. That does not happen. 

Senator Humrpurey. Do you think a group of workers could freely 
choose Communist leaders ¢ 

Mr. Nixon. Of course. They have. 

Senator Humrurey. Let us make the assumption that a group of 
workers who elected officers from their own membership elected those 
with a fascistic political ideology. Do you think that that union 
under such control, would be a threat to the national security ¢ 

Mr. Nixon. Well, that is even a double “iffy” question. It is not 
just “iffy.” 

Maybe you and I have a different view of workers. I don’t see 
workers electing Fascists as their leaders in a democratic organiza- 
tion. 
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Mr. Barsasn. But you see them electing Communists in a demo- 
cratic organization. 

Mr. Nixon. I think it is no secret that Communists have been elected 
as leaders of a union. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you see any difference between Commu- 
nists and Fascists ? 

Mr. Nixon. I certainly do. 

Senator Humpurey. Would you mind giving me a little lecture on 
the difference? I will lean back and ask 1 you to give me a statement 
of the difference. Seriously, what do you see as the fundamental 
difference ? 

Mr. Nixon. For one thing, we fought the war against Fascists. 

Senator Humenrey. We are fighting one against Communists now. 
There are 12,000 boys from my State that are not there any longer. 

Now, do you see any difference ? 

Mr. Nrxon. I certainly do. The difference is a very obvious one. 
Fascism is a weapon of employers, of reactionary forces, used against 
the power of workers who begin to advance demands that threaten the 
existence of those powerful interests. They then introduce the sys- 
tem that we know as fascism. There is no question about that. 

Senator Humpnrey. What about the political apparatus? 

Do you see any difference between the slave laborers of Nazi Ger- 
many and the slave laborers of the Soviet Union ? 

Mr. Nrxon. Well, that is a loaded question. 

Mr. Barpasu. Are there slave laborers in the Soviet Union? 

Mr. Nrxon. I don’t know. I know that there are estimates of from 
2 million to 20 million indicating that there are. I suspect that they 
have a work system in their penal system, but I personally am not 
inclined to accept the general proposition of vast slave labor camps 
in the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Maries. Senator, may I interrupt? 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes, Mr. Matles. 

Mr. Maries. I am very conscious of the time element. 

Senator Humeurey. All right. IT agree with you. We should pro 
ceed. I want you to proc eed. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Mattes. I have listened here, Senator ate to the testi- 
mony of the officials of the General Electric Co. I don’t mind telling 
you that I was amazed. 

Here we have the condition where a vice president of the General 
Electric Co. suggests that the steel industry take a strike rather than 
a settlement after the great strikes of 1946 in the automobile, electrical, 
and steel industries, in an effort to break the unions in the plants of 
the General Electric Co. 

I listened to him piously testifying about some dangers that he is 
concerned about when, in reality, ‘the only thing that concerns him— 
and I say this deliberately on the basis of my personal experience. 

I have participated as an officer of this union in negotiations with 
the General Electric Co. and the Westinghouse Electric Co. from 
the very beginning, in 1937, to the present day, with the exception of 
21% years during the war. Imakeaclaim of knowing something about 
the history of collective bargaining and union organization in these 
companies. 

Here we have the steel workers fighting for their lives, the textile 
workers being thrown to pieces, and the vice president of the General 
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Electric Co., one of the major champions of this fight against organized 
labor in this country, coming here and trying to offer advice as a wit- 
ness to this committee as to how to safeguard the security of this 
Nation from the danger of unions and working people. 

Senator Humpnrey. Don’t you think we ought to have people come 
in and give those suggestions, particularly when—— 

Mr. Mattes. Yes; I will get tothat in a minute. 

Senator Humrnurey. Particularly when the unions have been inter- 
ested in that? 

Mr. Mattes. I have no objection to him being here. 

I have been listening to Mr. Boulware now for 6 years. IT had to 
exercise a lot of patience to listen to him for 6 years, especially when 
every time he talked to us at the conference table it was along the 
lines not of these high philosophical ideas but rather how to cut 
piecework prices or how to cut seniority protection or how to take 
away job security from the General Electric people. I had to sit there 
with other representatives of our union and listen to him. 

I know that Mr. Barbash and yourself have shown quite a bit of 
indignation at some of the things that we have said here or that we 
have said prior to this hearing, but I simply cannot understand why 
anyone would disagree—and I refer to the witnesses that have ap- 
peared before this subcommittee and to the staff of the subcommittee— 
on what we are confronted with here. I don’t think there can be any 
dispute about that, Senator. 

Everything that has appeared from this subcommittee is based 
on the assumption that there is a danger to the United States from a 
union like the UE and that there must be provided ways and means 
of controlling and eliminating this danger. 

The UE represents 325,000 working people, many of them, Senator, 
if I may add, who helped elect you as mayor and Senator. 

Senator Humpnurey. Many of them indeed did. I have many 
friends in the union, many friends. I am an admirer. of many of 
those fine citizens as individuals. 

Mr. Mattes. I can assure you, Senator, that you would feel quite 
concerned if a subcommittee of the Senate were sitting and consider- 
ing the danger of the Democratic Party in Minnesota, and what to 
do about it by way of eliminating it or preventing voters from vot- 
ing Senator Humphrey to the Senate of the United States. I am 
sure you would be very much concerned about that. 

Senator Humpurey. That is hardly the question, Mr. Matles. 

Mr. Mar ies. IT can assure you that it is the same question to me 
when you sit here and consider the advisability of making illegal 
a union of 325,000 working people and preventing the members of 
that union from electing their officers. 

Senator Humpnrey. No; we are not considering that. We are 
considering the question of Communist-dominated unions. 

Mr. Maries. No; you are considering more than that, Senator. 

Senator Humpurey. We are not. 

Mr. Matves. I am not going to address myself to a hypothetical 
question. 

Senator Humrnrey. The committee is engaged in the problem of 
Communist domination in certain trade-unions. We have listed no 
particular trade-unions. 

Mr. Mattes. Oh, yes. You have certainly listed this union, sir. 


. 
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Senator HuMpnrey. Only in the CIO reports. 

Mr. Maries. You listed this union, sir. 

Senator Humrurey. The CIO listed your union. 

Mr. Barpsasu. Let it also be said, Mr. Matles, that we are also con- 
sidering what you are saying. 

Mr. Maries. Sure. I would want you to consider that. 

Mr. Barpasu. Yes. 

Mr. Maties. I would suspect that since the committee has for its 
purpose the safeguarding of the interests of working people—or at 
least the members claim that—they would give the same weight to 
representatives of the working people and ‘of this union that they 
would give to an outstanding spokesman of industry who is doing 
everything in his power to break every union that it is within his 
power to break, every union in the country including the steel work- 
ers union. 

Senator Humpnurey. Do you have any idea how much weight we 
have given to Mr. Boulware’s testimony? Have you been able to 
measure that weight ! 

Mr. Martes. I am not concerned about that. What I am concerned 
about is the fact that this committee has selected, for the purpose of 
trying to investigate ways and means of controlling so-called Com- 
munist domination, as the outstanding example this union. And I say, 
sir, no matter what the basis for that information or that conclusion 
is, it isa damnable lie and has no basis in fact. 

As a matter of fact, I can show in the few minutes that I have that 
the reason why those who are interested in doing so are trying to 
destroy this union is not because it is dominated but because it is the 
most successful large organization of working people in America, one 
that has resisted domination from every possible source. 

Senator Humpnrey. Go right ahead and proceed on that thesis. 

Mr. Mattes. I will proceed on that thesis. 

This organization, Senator, as you may know, was formed in 1936 
It has been in existence for 16 years. We do not have to disclose what 
this organization may do in the future, in order to determine the type 
of organization that it is. 

I suspect that if you were to be in the Senate for 16 years and some- 
body were to try to discuss whether you constitute a danger to the 
United States of Ameri ica you would fall back upon your “record of 
16 years of service in the Senate of the United States. 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Maries. That is correct, and I would like to say the following: 
That today there isn’t a union in America that exc eeds the UE in its 
essential democracy. It is because of this essential and basic democ- 
racy of the UE that it is under serious attack. 

It was well for us in 1936 and for several years, when the CIO was 
formed, that there were several other large organizations who pro- 
ceeded on that foundation and fought as hard as we did to preserve 
those democratic principles of the organization. And when they hit 
us we were able to share and share alike. 

Now, one after the other has caved in under attack and has sur- 
rendered some of these principles. Senator, we have to carry now a 
larger share of the load. 

I suspect that as time goes on that may be your lot, too, for some of 
the things that you have tried to advocate. 
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Our organization, in the preamble of its constitution, states: 

We form an organization which unites all workers in our industry on an indus- 
trial basis, and rank-and-file control, regardless of craft, age, sex, nationality, 
race, creed, or political beliefs, and pursue at all times a policy of aggressive 
struggle to improve our conditions. 

That was there in 1936, and never a period or a comma has been 
changed. 

Now, who is twisting, who is turning, who is adjusting himself, who 
is adapting himself, who is working on the basis of e xpe -diency—those 
who stand by this principle and refuse to deviate, or those who have 
deviated and abandoned and surrendered and adi ested themselves to 
expediency in a given situation / 

We submit, Senator, that the finger should not be pointed at us. 

Now, let us disc uss this because the fundamental problem that we are 
confronted with today and some of the reasons for the major attacks 
on this union is this problem right here. 

Now, some say that in defending the rights of this or that political 
group, you are In favor of it. Wedo no such thing. We simply say, 
as the CIO has said from its very inception, that we will accept into 
membership every single working man and woman who works for 
General Electric or Westinghouse or anyone else in the electric, radio, 
and machinery field, and once he or she is accepted into membership, 
he or she has all of the rights and privileges of any other member to 
belong to the union, to run for office, to be elected, and to be judged 
exclusively on the basis of what he or she does. That applies to 
everybody. 

When we testified before the Taft-Hartley subcommittee of the 
Committee on Labor and Education of the Senate in 1947, the com- 
mittee that conducted the hearings on that, your predecessor was 
sitting there, Senator Ball, and he went after us with everything he 
had. We said to Senator Taft and Senator Ball then—l testified 
there as I am testifying now—that the very principles that had been 
most effective in improving the conditions of the workers of the 
industry and in insuring the control of this union by the rank and file 
are, naturally, the prine ‘iples which come under the heaviest attack. 

Year after year within the UE, attempts have been made in various 
forms to persuade the membership to weaken the basic UE principle 
that every member of this union has equal and unalienable rights and 
privileges of membership regardless of class, age, sex, nationality, race, 
creed, or political beliefs. 

Year after year in convention after convention, the representatives 
of the UE membership have overwhelmingly rejected every offer to 
abandon or weaken this principle. 

The issue has always been placed as the issue of communism, 
although that has been to place it falsely. 

The issue is the unity and democracy of UE and its continuation as 
an effective, fighting organization, ccaieelied by the membership. 
The maintenance by our membership of the equal rights of every 
member, regardless of craft, age, sex, nationality, race, creed, or politi- 
cal beliefs does not constitute adherence of the organization or of any 
individual member to any particular political philosophy, any more 
than it implies adherence to any particular creed, or membership in 
any race or sex. But it does most strongly affirm the right, not only 
of the individual member to hold any office or position in the union 
for which he may be chosen by his fellow members, but also the right 
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of all members, collectively, to elect any member they may choose to 
any office or position in the UE. ; 

This is the strongest possible insurance that the membership will 
continue to control this union and that no group, political, religious, 
fraternal, national, or any other, will ever be able to dominate the 
union. 

Now, I submit, Senator, that you will find that we were quite well 
united on that principle in the CIO for a long time. 

I would like to read the position that was taken by Carey when he 
was president of the UE in 1940. 

He said: 


After 2 years of activity that was characterized by methods revolting to every 
believer in fair play, the Committee To Investigate Un-American Activities, 
headed by Representative Martin Dies, made its report. 

The racket-ridden IBEW, having failed to arrest our growth even through their 
collusion with employers and for which many of their officers are under indict- 
ment, will take heart in the ammunition supplied by the Dies committee. 

Our union is managed and administered by leaders who receive their man- 
date directly from the membership. There is no control by Communist leaders 
who receive their mandate directly from the membership. There is no control 
by Communist leaders in our national union. 

There are Communists, no doubt, among our members as there are Coughlin- 
ites, Democrats, Republicans, Seventh-Day Adventists, and all other shades and 
varieties of people. The employers admit to their factories people of various 
races, creeds, and political beliefs. Our union admits to membership without 
discrimination of any kind all those who find jobs in our industry as long as 
they are willing to abide by the constitution of the union and the laws of the 
local unions. 

We discriminate against no worker for reason of race, creed, color, or political 
belief. To deny any worker equality of participation would be a denial of 
democracy and the very life of unionism. 

In 1941, Carey changed his mind. He ran under attack because 
the Dies committee let him have it. When testimony was given here 
to the Dies committee, I went to the members of the Dies committee 
with Mr. Carey because he was under the severest attack, more so 
than I was, and we interviewed every one but one member of the Dies 
committee and four of the seven members retracted the report and 
stood up on the floor of the House and admitted that they had done 
something wrong, only to find a month later that the same Dies com- 
mittee made a new attack on the UE as being Communist-dominated. 

That was the occasion when I was personally initiated into this 
matter of Red baiting. Believe it or not, I was a pretty young fellow 
then, and I made up my mind that I was through crawling on my belly 
and going to Congress and asking them to not call the union a Red 
union. That was the last such effort I made, and I am glad I never 
tried to do it again. 

Coming now to Walter Re ee he stood by the principle and 
defended it later than did Mr. Carey. He defended it as late as April 
14, 1941, and said: 


Many years ago in this country, when the bosses wanted to keep the workers 
from forming a strong union, they started scares of various kinds. 

One scare the bosses raised was the Catholics against the Protestants. An- 
other scare they used very successfully was the American-born against the 
foreign-born. Then they placed one foreign-born group against another, like the 
Poles against the Germans, and so on. 

All that is played out now. It has been worked too often. So now the bosses 
are trying a new stunt. They are raising a new seare, the Red scare. 

They pay stools to go whispering around that So-and-so, usually a militant 
union leader, is a Red. They think that will turn other workers against him. 
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What the bosses really mean, however, is not that a leader is a Red. They 
mean they don’t like him because he is a loyal, dependable union man, a fighter 
who helps his union brothers and sisters and is not afraid of the boss. 

So let’s all be careful that we don’t play the bosses’ game by falling for their 
Red scare. Let's stand by our union and our fellow unionists. No union man 
worthy of the name will play the bosses’ game. Some may do so through ignor- 
ance. But those who peddle the Red scare and know what they are doing are 
dangerous enemies of the union. 

Senator Humpnrey. What year was that? 

Mr. Maties. That was in April 1941, sir. 

He caved in and he left the fight. After that, Phil Murray held on. 
He held on for a little longer. He held on until 1946. He stood up in 
1946 before his convention of the steelworkers and said: 

At a democratic institution we engage in no purges, no witch hunts. We do not 
dictate a man’s thoughts or beliefs. Most important of all, we do not permit our- 
selves to be stampeded into courses of action which create division among our 
members and sow the disunity which is sought by those false prophets and 
hypocritical advisers from without who mean us no good. 

He further went on to say at that convention: 


Ours is a democratic organization. It is run by its members. We ask no man 
his national origin, his color, his religion, or his beliefs. It is enough that he is 
a steelworker and that he believes in trade-unionism. 

We must not and do not seek interference with the free and democratic right 
of each member to practice such religion as he chooses, harbor such views as he 
chooses in his private life as a citizen. Our union has not and will not be an 
instrument for repression. It is a vehicle for economic and social progress. 

Philip Murray departed shortly after that. 

Senator Humpurey. To what do you attribute these departures ? 

Mr. Maries. I am glad you asked that question. This applies to 
some Members of Congress also. I will paraphrase Mr. Lincoln by 
quoting from a speech made by him at Bloomington, Ill., on May 29, 
1856. I will substitute for the word “abolitionist” the word “Com- 
munist.” I quote Mr. Lincoln: 

Men who will march up to the mouth of a loaded cannon without shrinking 
will run from the terrible name of “abolitionist” even when uttered by a worth- 
less creature whom they, with good reason, despise. 

I would ask you to substitute the word “Communist” for the word 
“abolitionist.” 

These men departed under attack. I can tell you from personal 
experience that it is not easy to carry the fight. I can tell you from 
the experience of my union that it is not easy to defend that principle. 

Mr. Barras. What is the principle that you defend 

Mr. Matves. The principle is the constitution of this union which 
provides that every working man and woman who works in this coun- 
try is eligible and welcome and we are anxious to have him as a 
member of this union. And once he joins the union, he shall be pro- 

tected in all of his rights and privileges, and those include running 
for office 

Without that you cannot have a democratic organization, you cannot 
have a rank-and-file controlled organization. ‘Tt is impossible. My 
union and I shall defend that concept just as long as we are in 
existence. 

Mr. Barsasn. Forgive me, Mr. Matles, if I say that I think you are 
setting up a straw man and knocking him down. 

Mr. Mattes. That is all right. Mr. Barbash, I haven’t the slightest 
illusion of convincing you on anything, sir, not the slightest illusion. 

Mr. Barsasn. All right. Now, having said that, will you proceed ¢ 
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Mr. Mattes. Having said that 

Mr. Barpzasu. I want to ask this question, Mr. Chairman. 

We know a little bit about how unions operate, and the question I 
want to put is this: 

First there is the question of fact. Has the UE ever passed a reso- 
lution or issued a statement in which it criticized (a) the Communist 
Party, (6) the Soviet Union? 

Mr. Mar es. I will answer that question. I have it here in order. 
I will be very glad to answer it. 

Mr. Barsasn. Will you give me a preview at this time? 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes; give us a preview at this time. 

Mr. Maries. I haven’t much time, but I assure you I will give you 
an answer. 

Senator Humpnrey. All right. Let Mr. Matles proceed, and he 
can come back to it. 

Mr. Mattes. I want to say to you, Senator, that no sooner were Mr. 
Boulware and Mr. Price, of the Westinghouse Electric Co., able, with 
the assistance of Mr. Carey and I shall get to that 
in a moment—but Mr. C arey proc eeded to scrap the basic, fundamen- 
tal principle of our union and of its members. 

I would like to introduce here for the record a photostatie copy of 
a page from the constitution of the International Union of Electrical, 
Radio, and Machine Workers, CIO, adopted in 1950. 

Senator Humpnrey. Will you read the pertinent portions? 

Mr. Mattes. This states the following: 


Conference boards may be established for the purpose of coordinating the col- 
lective-bargaining activities of local unions which (@) deal with employers hav- 
ing many plants, or (0b) are located in more or less well-defined segments of 
the electrical, radio, and machine industries. 

Subject to the provisions of this article, the conference boards representing 
local unions in General Electric Co., General Motors Corp., Sylvania Electric 
Products, Ine., and Westinghcuse Electric Corp. shall continue to function. 
Additional conference boards may be established by the executive board. 

When a conference board approves and accepts a national collective-bargain- 
ing agreement by a vote of local unions representing no less than two-thirds of 
the members of the union represented by that conference board, the national 
agreement shali be deemed to be binding immediately upon all local unions 
covered by that agreement. 

When a conference board, by a vote of local unions representing no less than 
two-thirds of the members of the union represented by that conference board, 
determines to strike to obtain a national collective-bargaining agreement or to 
terminate a strike called for such purpose, all local unions in that conference 
board are bound by such action. 





For 16 years every General Electric worker or every Westinghouse 
worker and every member of this union has had the unqualified and 
sole right, under the union’s constitution as it stands today, to draw 
up his demands. No body, no committee, no national officers, nobody 
else could draw up the demands. They have to originate with the 
members. For 16 years, the members have retained their right to 
approve a contract. For 16 years, they have voted on whether to 
strike or not to strike, or on whether to terminate a strike or not to 
terminate a strike. 

At “1 end of 16 years, the people who had been misled and taken in 
by Mr. Carey’s propaganda of Americanism had stripped from them 
their a to vote on whether to strike or to call off a strike or whether 
to approve a contract or reject a contract. 

Senator Humrpnrey. That document will be printed in the record 
at this point. 
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(The document referred to follows :) 





UE predicted ...now it has happened 

















amendments. 


ARTICLE XXIV 
CONFERENCE BOARDS 
Section A. Conference Boards may 
be established for the purpose of co- 
ordinating the collective bargaining 
activities of local unions which (a) 
deal with employers having many 
plants, or (b) are located in more or 
less well-defined segments of the elec- 
trical, radio and machine industries. 


Section B. Subject to the provisions 
of this Article, the Conference Boards 
representing local unions in General 
Flecat Company, General Motors Cor- 

ration, Sylvania ectric Products, 
FE and Weatn house Electric Cor- 
Deritlen  thall contiazes to function. 
Additional Conference Boards may be 
established by the Executive Board. 




























Section F. When a Conference 
Board approves and accepts a national 
collective bargaining agreement by a 
vote of local unions representing no 
less than two-thirds (2 3) of the mem- 
bers of the Union represented by that 


Conference Board, the national agree- 
ment shall be deemed 2 be ca. 
immediately upon all local unions cov- 
ted by that agreement. 

Section G. When a Conference 


Board, by a vote of local unions repre- 
senting no less than two-thirds (2 3) 
of the members of the Union repre- 
sented by that Conference Board, deter- 


mines to. strike to obtain a_national 
collective bargaining agreement, or to 
terminate a strike ae for such pur- 

se, all local unions in that — 
ence Board ate bound by such action. 
ards may 





IVE members = in GE, Westinghouse, 
Sylvania, and GM, cannot vote; 


when to strike 

when to terminate a strike 

to accept the terms of a contract 
to reject the terms of a contract 


eanr~y 
38 € 





All this is in the hands of Murray, 
Carey and a small group of their 
henchmen, 


Re 


ction H. Conference 






Mr. Maries. I have not heard anybody state on what basis that 
basic. fundamental democratic right of the General Electric and West- 
inghouse and other workers has been taken away. 

So that you will not get the impression that this is theoretical, he 
did just that. In 1950 and on the day before Labor Day, he nana 
a press release saying that the General Electric workers were going 
to strike on the day after Labor Day. It was a propaganda _—— 
He personally didn’t have the slightest intention of striking. I e 
thought he could bluff his way through and get Mr. Cy rus ¢ hing to 
intervene on his behalf. But the fact remains that he would not 
submit to the workers in General Electric the proposition of whether 
they wanted to strike or didn’t want to, and they repudiated him. 
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They turned their backs on him because they had been trained in the 
democracy of this union for 16 years, and they would not go out until 
they voted, and they didn’t. 

Mr. Barpasn. Do you think we ought to have investigated that ? 

Mr. Martues. No. I certainly think that you should have asked 
Mr. Carey, when he came here as a wi itness, to offer you his opinion 
as to how to safeguard the security of this "Nation from unions and 
how to outlaw certain unions and how to prevent the membership 
from electing their officers, as an investigator for this committee, Mr. 
Barbash, how he reconciled his concern for democracy in the labor 
movement with this terrible danger, how he reconciled it with his first 

act which was to take away the rights of people to vote on strikes, 
on settlements, and on contracts. I think that would have been a 
proper subject for a question, but I assume, Mr. Barbash, you weren't 
concerned with finding out anything about the IUE. 

Mr. Barnasu. Mr. Matles, 1 think we will get along much better if 
we cut out the heavy sarcasm. 

L haven't been sarcastic. My questions have heen asked in good 
faith. They are honest questions. 

Mr. Marves. Mr. Barbash, I wish that prior to releasing any state- 
ment by this subcommittee or its staff to the public and the news- 
papers | saying that the UE constitutes a danger to this Nation and 
that we are sitting here to see how we can meet that danger created 
by the U E, and permitting that to go on for 8 months, from November 
to June, I submit it would have been more proper not to have done 
that. 

Senator Humpurey. I want to say, Mr. Matles—and I have checked 
this with Mr. Barbash and Mr. Bernstein—that there has never been 
any release on these hearings. If there had been any release out of 
this subcommittee, it is unknown to me. As a matter of fact, this is 
the first day on which we have had more than two members of the 
press here, and they did not have any other place to go today, to be 
very candid. I am not being unkind to my friends of the press, but it 
has been literally true that we have held these hearings with a cor 
poral’s guard. The documents that are public doc uments have gotten 
out to the public and there were releases when they were issued. 

Mr. Maries. Again, Senator, I urge that on this question it is not a 
question of whether you state in your interview that it is a possibility 
or that it is conceivable that the UE is a danger. I submit that in at 
least. 10 places in your interview, as chairman of this subcommittee, 
you stated that the UE is Communist-dominated and that something 
ought to be done about unions that are Communist-dominated like the 
UE. I submit that that is unfair. 

We had Dies, we had Thomas, we had Wood, we had Hartley, we 
had Ball, and we had Taft, but I submit to you, sir, that I did not 
expect that from you even even though you may disagree with us and 
you may think that we have wrong ideas. But I expected that before 
you would reach that conclusion, you ee not accept Mr. Carey’s 
word for it, or the word of Mr. Dies for it, or the word of Mr. J. Par- 
nell Thomas. 

Senator Humrurey. I have never met that last man. 

Mr. Martes. J. Parnell Thomas is going to jail. You ought to be 
glad you never met him. 

Mr. Nixon. I just want to add one point on this strike question 
which I think is so important. 


rr trereenerennerneeennnnennennennene 











COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 489 


Mr. Marts. I will cover that. I was going to come to this ques- 
tion of strikes. 

You had the Chairman of the Munitions Board come before this 
committee and say: 

There is not the least bit of doubt that if the policy of the Soviet Union called 
for strikes in various industries in the United States, then the leadership of 
those unions (the UE, American Communications Association, and the Mine, 
Mill, and Smelter Workers Union, et cetera), would subjugate the membership 
to a strike. And in today’s present industrial economic society, it is very easy 
for the leadership to furnish ostensible grievances as a facade behind which to 
hide their true objectives without the membership becoming aware that the 
strike was, in effect, an act of sabotage carried out as an incident to the foreign- 
policy schemes of an enemy of their country. 

Senator, if you want me to stop, I will do so. 

Senator Humpnrey. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Mattes. I want to say this: That man, who is a former vice 
president of the Emerson Radio Corp.—I have never met him—is a 
damnable liar when he makes that statement, because for 16 years, 
since 1936, until 1952, we have gone through all kinds of political 
situations in this country. Remember what that embraces—1936 to 
1952. 

It embraces the depression of 1938. It embraces the war of 1939 and 
1940. It embraces the pre-Pearl Harbor period. It embraces the 
period of the German-Russian pact. It embraces the Second World 
War. It embraces the postwar period. It embraces the Korean war. 

I will challenge that man and challenge any other similar liar to 
show for one instance where a single worker under the UE or a single 
strike took place on that kind of a slender basis. 

Furthermore, I would like to say something on this question of 
slander. Excuse me for just a minute. 

Mr. Nixon. While he is looking for that, let me say that this kind 
of a statement can be subjected to inspection. You can look at the 
union to see whether or not you have there democratic principles on 
strikes. 

Mr. Matters. Let me show you the problem that we had in 1940. 
The Westinghouse Corp., from 1936 until April of 1941, refused to 
sign a collective-bargaining contract with this union. For 4 years 
we did everything in our power to get that company to sign, and for 
4 years our people were ready to hit the bricks a dozen times, and 
for 4 years we stayed in those plants until we sweated a contract out 
of that company. That embraced the period of 1937 to April of 1941. 
That is the critical period, according to these irresponsible spokesmen, 
when this union, supposedly Communist-dominated, should have 
struck every single plant. 

Now, what I am going to read into the record is not particularly 
about myself other than as an officer of the union. I have here a 
photostatic copy of a page from the newspaper PM of November 1, 
1940. Under the heading “Brooklyn Torpedo Plant May Strike,” 
there appears the following: 

A thousand Brooklyn workers making torpedoes and bullet machines for Britain 
were on the verge of a strike today. 

Production employees of the E. W. Bliss Co., Fifty-second Street and Second 
Avenue, Brooklyn, last night unanimously voted their negotiating committee 
authorization to call a strike Monday unless wage increases were forthcoming. 

They are members of local 475, United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers, 
CIO. Their present contract, which provides a minimum wage of 55 cents an 
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hour for unskilled labor, expired November 6. New demands are for 60 cents 
for unskilled workers, 75 for semiskilled, 90 for skilled, $1.10 for highest skilled. 

Negotiations reached a deadlock yesterday afternoon, A meeting at Tivoli 
Hall, which union officials said was attended by every production worker on all 
shifts, voted the strike, but delayed it until Monday on the plea of James B. 
Matles, director of organization for the VDERMWA. 

Matles, pointing out that the industry was one in which the Government was 
deeply interested, urged that the United States Conciliation Service be given an 
opportunity to try to effect settlement. 

Most of the material produced is for Great Britain, union officials said, al- 
though there are some United States orders on hand. 

Mr. Barsasu. When did you say that was? 

Mr. Maries. That was in November 1940. That was during the 
lend-lease period. 

It is conceivable that we would have had a strike if conditions had 
reached the point where the people would not settle and the workers 
had insisted on striking if every single avenue of approach had been 
exhausted and no settlement had been reached. 

Here is a photostatie copy of a portion of the New York Times of 
Thursday, June 12, 1941. On the front page there is an official War 
Department release on all of the strikes in the United States affecting 
defense production. From January 1, 1941, until June 10, 1941— 
and that was a critical period from the point of view of this commit- 
tee—there was a loss of 2,370,716 man-days of labor resulting from 
scattered strikes, but there is not one strike listed here which was 
a UE strike. 

Senator Humrurey. I see. 

Mr. Maries. I am not saying that had our people had a legitimate 
grievance they would not have had the right to strike or that we would 
have forbidden them from striking. 

I am submitting this in evidence to show that it is not a part of the 
record of this union or of its leadership that they are trying to stir up 
strikes and, secondly, to show that it is impossible in this union to stir 
up strikes because the membership has the right to vote whether they 
want to strike or do not want to strike, which ‘right was taken away by 
the proponents of Americanism no sooner had they set up the IUE 
in 1950. They took that right away from their members. 

I would like to introduce this into the record. 

Senator Humpnrey. The portion of that paper which pertains to 
the War Department release will be entered in the record. 

Mr. Maries. Yes; just that portion on the front page. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


[From the New York Times, June 12, 1941] 
STRIKES Cost ARMY 2,370,716 MAN-Days 


RECORD FROM JANUARY 1 TO JUNE 10 SHOWS 30 NOW IN PROGRESS KNOX SEES 
TAPERING OFF 


By Charles Hurd 
(Special to the New York Times) 


WASHINGTON, June 11.—Scattered strikes of all kinds in private industries 
working on ordnance and matériel contracts for the War Department caused 
a loss of 2,370,716 man-days of labor between January 1 and June 10. These 
figures were obtained today from authoritative quarters which keep a daily 
telegraphic check on the strike situations as they affect military production. 

No comparable figures are available from naval sources, but many of the manu 
facturers counted by the War Department on its list also manufacture items for 
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the Navy. The available figures do not give details of strikes in shipyards, which 
are known to be crippling the entire merchant marine program. 

Two very large strikes which figure in these statistics have been settled or 
are in progress of settlement ; those at the North American Aviation Corp. works 
at Inglewood, Calif., where 11,000 men were involved, and at the Aluminum Co. 
of America works in Cleveland, where some 5,000 went out for a brief period, 
with relatively little effect on the averages. 


NAVY HEAD CONDEMNS STRIKES 


Meanwhile Secretary Knox called upon the representatives of 60 aircraft com 
panies who met here today under Navy auspices for “superhuman efforts” to 
speed production. Referring to the strike at the Inglewood plant of North Amer- 
ican Aviation, Inc., which stopped production for 5 days, he declared that the 
Government had decided to accept the challenge flung by “subversive and com- 
munistic elements” and from now on would proceed against them “as they should 
be proceeded against, as enemies of the country.” 

He added, however, that the Government’s position was not a challenge to the 
workingman in his collective bargaining attitudes nor to the rights of labor 
unions, but was instead “a determinative challenge toward those who use these 
things as a cloak to attack American liberty and freedom.” 

Secretary Knox said the strike at North American which culminated in 
President Roosevelt's commandeering of the plant on Monday for operation 
by the Army, had been ‘ta most serious threat to the objectives we have ahead,” 
and charged that a “small but very active minority” was obstructing creation of 
an adequate national defense. 

Both he and William S. Knudsen, Director of the Office of Production Manage- 
ment, expressed their belief that defense strikes now would begin to taper off as 
Government mediation machinery functions more effectively, 

Secretary Knox opposed suggestions that control of the Navy's Air Force be 
separated from its battle fleet. He said that such division of command in the 
Navy was being advocated by a misled minority and said that an appalling lack 
of unity in command had resulted in the British defeat in the Mediterranean. 

As of yesterday, with 2 Army strikes counted out, there were 30 strikes in 
progress in plants directly concerned with military manufactures. Some were 
rather small, as far as the numbers of workers were concerned, but the size 
of each strike does not necessarily indicate its relative importance in the defense 
program, In one instance, on which details were obtainable today, three crucial 
Government operations are currently impeded by one relatively small strike. 

Two hundred workmen affiliated with the American Federation of Labor, all 
skilled operators, have been on a strike called against 15 steel fabricating com 
panies in St. Louis. It began on May 19 and was enlarged on May 24. This 
strike, according to official reports, is delaying delivery of essential steel for a new 
Curtiss-Wright airplane plant, for the Weldon Springs ordnance plant, for con- 
tracts involvng manufacture of Navy gun mounts and for a generating plant 
to serve Weldon Springs. 

The total number of man-days lost by plants engaged on War Department 
contracts reached 2,095,716 through May 31. This compilation is made on the 
basis of a 5-day workweek. By this reckoning there were up to last night, only 
seven working days in this month, it having started on a Sunday, and a Saturday 
ond Sunday having intervened since that time. 

Man-day losses in operations for those 7 days in June were thus tabulated: 

June 2, 32,900; June 3, 34,000; June 4, 37,000; June 5, 41,000; June 6, 41,500: 
June 9, 43,800; June 10, 44,000. 

There follows a summary of the strikes affecting War Department orders which 
were indicated by records here to be still in progress last night: 


American Potash & Chemical Co., Trona, Calif.—1,000 workers out since March 19. 

American Thread Co., Fall River, Mass.—2,500 CIO and A. F. of L. workers out 
since June 9. 

Antrim Iron Co., Mencenola, Mich.—460 CIO workers out since May 29, 

Apollo Steel Corp., Apollo, ’a.—950 CIO workers out since May 19. 

Bohn Aluminum & Brass Corp., Detroit—5,000 CIO workers went on strike 
yesterday. 

Cannister Co., Phillipsburg, N. J—An unknown number of workers out since 
June 6. 

Clay City Products Co., Uhrichsvyille, Ohio—An indeterminate number out since 
May 31. 
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Cleveland Brass Co., Cleveland—150 CIO workers reported out on a strike for 
which no starting date was known. 

Detroit Steel Products Co., Detroit—1,000 CIO workers out since June 2. 

Ethyl Gas Plant, Baton Rouge, La.—A strike by A. F. of L. workers of which no 
details are available here. 

Fuld & Hutch Knitting Co., Cohoes, N. Y.—240 A. F. of L niembers out sinve 

June 2. 

Gager Line Manufacturing Co, Sherwood, Tenn.—185 AFL workers out since 

June 5. 

General Ceramics Co., Keasby, N. J 

May 30. 

Gerschwin Feather Co., Brooklyn—Undetermined number of workers out since 

May 27. 

Kaisel Co., Brooklyn—33 CIO workers out since May 9. 

Kapp Metal Products, Brooklyn—-200 CIO workers striking since June 5. 
Louisville Tin & Stove Co., Louisville, Ky.—225 AFL workers out since May 21. 
Lumber industry in the Pacitic Northwest area—16,000 CIO workers out, part 

since May 10 and part since May 16. 

Madison Woolen Co., Madison, Maine—-410 CIO workers out since May 12. 
Marlin Rockwell Corp., Plainville, Conn.—1,000 CIO workers out since May 27. 
New Jersey Galvanizing Co., Newark—35 CIO members out since May 23. 
Pittsburgh truck strike against 170 companies—1,500 AFL workers out since 

June 2. 

Reliance Manufacturing Co., situated in several towns in Indiana-—1,200 CIO and 

AFL members out since April 28. 

Republic Stamping & Enameling Co., Canton, Chio—470 AFL workers out since 

May 26. 

St. Louis steel fabricating companies—A group of 138 units, 200 AFL employees 

out since May 19 and May 24. 

Shanpaine Co., St. Louis—131 CIO workers out since May 20. 

Sivyer Steel Castings Co., Chicago—250 CIO members out since May 23. 
Standard Knitting Mills, Knoxville, Tenn.—2,800 AFL members out since May 28. 
Wilson Jones Co., Chicago and Elizabeth, N. J.—1,200 CIO members out since 

May 15. 

Wire Cloth Products Co., Forest Park, [1] —Indeterminate number of CIO workers 

out since May 6. 

Mr. Mattes. I say that in respect of 1940. It also applies to 1941; 
it applies to the Second World War; it applies to the period after 
the Second World War; it applies to the pre-Korean period, and it 
applies to the present Korean period. 

I would like to know of a single instance—I would like to have an) 
spokesman produce a single act by the members of this union or by 
the officers of this union which has been detrimental to the United 
States of America or detrimental to the people of the United States 
of America. I would like to see it. I would like to have it discussed 
to show the danger of what we are talking about. 

I have here a copy of Business Week of June 28, 1952, just last week. 
They have an article entitled “Electrical Strike Red-Inspired?” That 
refers to a strike of 450 Westinghouse workers in Nuttall, Pa. 

For 8 months we have made every effort to settle the grievance of 
those people. Four times they voted to strike by secret ballot. Four 
times the national union urged them not to do so. 

As a last effort, we submitted in writing a proposal to the com 
pany for arbitration of this dispute. They wouldn’t arbitrate, and 
the people went out. Why? Not for a wage increase. Their wages 
had been cut. The wages of the group of workers in the shop had 
been cut, which was going to affect the entire plant by approximate) 
22 percent on the plecework prices. 

So, they struck, and right away they are saying, “Let’s investigate 
this strike. Maybe this is a political strike.” 


Undetermined number of workers out since 
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That strike took place after 8 months of effort on our part to settle 
it, after we had proposed arbitration, and they would not take ar- 
bitration, and after the workers had voted four times by secret ballot 
to go out on strike. The last vote was a vote of 9 to 1 tostrike. They 
are fighting to restore a wage cut. 

Now, I submit that this is very pertinent. I am not discussing these 
questions for the purpose of defending the union. A yardstick has 
been set up upon the basis of which certain actions would supposedly 
be taken later, whether they are legislative or administrative actions. 
That is the yardstick by which they are to be measured, and we say 
that the basis of that—the foundation—does not exist. They are 
wrong. They are contrary to the facts. 

Senator Humrurery. Mr. Matles, it is the facts that we are after. 

Mr. Mattes. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. And I appreciate your testimony in defense 
of your position. 

Mr. Marties. Now, let me deal with one other thing. I am rushing 
in consideration of the deadline you have set on us. 

Senator Humpnrey. You are doing well. 

Mr. Mattes. I just cannot go into every possible lie that has been 
produced against this union by various sources, but I can just call your 
attention to some of them. 

I read in your testimony that a man by the name of Filbrick stated 
that in 1944 the Communists infiltrated the jet plants and that nobody 
knew then that the jets were being made in Lynn, Mass. The state- 
ment was that the Communists knew about it because they had infil- 
trated that plant. That was in 1944. 

Senator, I would like to introduce here a copy of the General Elec- 
tric News, dated October 6, 1944, which contains the headline “Jet- 
Propelled Plane Secret Is Revealed.” 

By the way, I want to correct one thing in the testimony. Mr. Carey 
said that the Communists infiltrated in 1946 and that nobody knew 
until then that there were jets being made in Lynn, and that by virtue 
of the fact that the Communists had infiltrated the jet plant that secret 
became known. 

Now, this paper is dated October 6, 1944. It is the General Electric 
News, which is distributed to all of the employees. As I said, the 
headline is “Jet-Propelled Plane Secret Is Revealed.” 

Senator Humpurey. Well, does it say that the production is being 
revealed or just the secret? 

Mr. Maries. That they are making jet planes there. 

Senator Humeurey. That is just what I wanted to get. 

Mr. Maries. May I ask that this be incorporated in the record ? 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes; it will be filed for the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


[From the General Electric News, October 6, 1944! 
JET-PROPELLED PLANE Secret Is REVEALED 
ADVANTAGES OF NEW JET PLANE ARF DISCLOSED 
War Department lets General Electric engineers tell the full story of development 


General Electric engineers can now disclose some of the advantages of jet- 
propelled planes which the company is equipping with gas-turbine engines, among 


them the fact that the propellerless craft can take off almost from scratch, with- 
out the warm-up required by conventional ships. 





494 COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 


“Full thrust from the gas turbines is available in approximately 30 seconds 
after they are started, thereby eliminating any deiay for warming up the engines,” 
according to company engineers. 

Disclosure of this and other information about the jet-plane power plant was 
permitted by the War Department concurrent with announcement of the news 
that Allied jet-propelled planes have been used successfully by the British against 
the German robot bombs. General Electric is building the gas turbines for the 
American version of the revolutionary-type aircraft, described as a single seater, 
high-altitude fighter. 

NO VISIBLE EXHAUST 


“The jet-plane turbines operate satisfactorily with either kerosene or gasoline, 
the former fuel having less tendency than gasoline to ignite in the open air,” 
General Electric engineers state. “When the jet plane is in full flight, no visible 
flames come out of the exhaust. And because continuous ignition is not required, 
radio interference and high-altitude ignition problems are eliminated. 

“The turbine is a compact, self-contained unit which has only one moving part. 
Air is taken into the turbine, compressed, and passed into chambers where its 
temperature is increased by the combustion of fuel, creating hot gases which are 
discharged through a tailpipe nozzle. 

“Forward thrust of the plane is developed as the reaction to this high-velocity 
discharge in accordance with the physical law that for every action there is an 
equal and opposite reaction. A common example of this principle is the rotary 
lawn sprinkler, which is rotated in one direction by jets of water directed in the 
opposite direction.” 

LITTLE VIBRATION 


“Because this thrust power is produced directly without requiring gearing of 
a propeller, vibration is minimized, and reduced weight per horsepower is made 
possible,” the General Electric engineers explain. ‘Thrust produced by the tur- 
bine is easily regulated and overhauls may be accomplished quickly when 
necessary.” 

The gas turbines for the American type jet planes were developed by General 
Electric on modifications of a British design conceived by Group Captain Frank 
Whittle, of the Royal Air Force. Six months after the project was assigned to 
General Electric by the Army Air Forces in 1941, the company successfully 
modified, developed, and produced the first jet-propulsion gas turbines in 
America. 

They powered the P-59A, built by Bell Aircraft, which made the first success- 
ful jet plane flight in this country in October 1942. Since then the jet-propelled 
plane has been undergoing great development, Recently, Gen. H. H. Arnold 
pointed out that great hopes are being held for it for further commercial as well 
as military use. 

Although production schedules for jet-propelled planes have not been re 
vealed, General Electric was permitted to announce last July that it was con 
verting its second largest war-built plant of more than 600,000 square feet of 
floor space for the exclusive production of jet propulsion aircraft turbines. 


HOW SECRET WAS KEPT 


How the development of the jet propulsion airplane turbine was kept a secret 
in this country for 2% years, with scarcely more than a hundred persons within 
a manufacturing organization of 190,000 employees knowing about it, was re 
vealed this week by the company. 

On July 16, 1941, R. C. Muir, a vice president of General Electric, received 
a telephone call at his office in Schenectady. It came from Washington and 
asked the company to send an engineer familiar with aviation problems to 
England “to investigate a new and very secret device.” Mr. Muir was not told 
the nature of the device. Remembering the company at the time had such an 
engineer from Schenectady, in England, he said he would cable him to do the job 


SFES BRITISH PLANE 


The next day D. R. Shoults received word in London, telling him to call on a 
certain person for instructions. He did so and was shown the jet plane but 
was allowed to make no notes or carry away any drawings, since his return to 
America would be by clipper plane through a spy-ridden country. He arrived 
in New York 1 month later, reported his return to General Electric, but explained 
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he was privileged to reveal no information until he had discussed the project 
with the Army Air Forces in Washington. 

Having done this, he returned to Schenectady and told Mr. Muir what he 
had seen and what was wanted by the Government. On September 4, or about 
a week after his return, Mr. Shoults, Mr. Muir, and three associates were called 
to the War Department in Washington where they met with General Arnold, 
General Spaatz, Colonel Irvine, and the Assistant Secretary of War, Lovett, in 
General Arnold's office. General Arnold emphasized it was most important that 
no one learn that work on jet propulsion was being undertaken in the United 
States. He then went to the safe in his office, took out a package which was still 
covered with seals and had but recently arrived by Army plane from England, 
and for the first time drawings of the British jet propulsion power plant were 
revealed in this country. 


CHOOSE GE FOR JOB 


General Electric, because of its Many years’ experience in the building of 
steam turbines and since World War I of superchargers for airplanes, had been 
chosen by the War Department to undertake this development in this country, 
General Arnold explained. Vice President Muir was asked if the company 
would undertake the job. A quick reply was desired, and secrecy must be main- 
tained, so Mr. Muir agreed without even the company’s war projects committee 
hearing of the proposition. He promised to have something ready within 6 
months, and the party returned to Schenectady. 

A small crew of design engineers under the direction of D. F. Warner were 
taken off supercharger work and assigned to the job. A few days later three 
mysterious packages arrived by plane from England. They were brought from 
the Boston airport in an unmarked truck in a round-about route to the com- 
pany’s Lynn, Mass., works. Even persons attached to the airport did not know 
the nature of the packages nor did the truckmen who brought them to the plant 
have any idea it was a jet engine from England. 


BRITISHERS APPEAR 


Out of the plane with the package climbed Col. Don Kairn of the United 
States Army Air Forces and three young men from England, D. N. Walker, C. B. 
Bazzoni, and J. A. King, all of whom had worked on the jet plane in that country. 

Once inside of the plant gate, all helpers but the driver of the truck were dis 
missed so they would have no knowledge to what part of the huge factory the 
three packages were delivered. An old building, formerly used for the manu- 
facture of street lighting, was selected for the workshop. Special guards were 
stationed night and day outside the door with orders to allow no outsiders. 

So that they might attract the least attention, the three English engineers 
were quartered in small hotels in the vicinity of Boston, being moved from time 
to time so that their presence might not attract curiosity. Every person working 
on the development was carefully checked, even his home life investigated. 


WHITTLE UNDER COVER 


The same secrecy that enshrouded the development of the unit covered the 
visit of Flight Commander Frank Whittle, the English inventor of jet propulsion, 
to this country. He was here for 3144 months, but less than a half dozen persons 
knew it. On arrival he was registered at the Hotel Statler in Boston under the 
name of Whitely. He ate his meals in his room, had a private telephone installed 
which did not go through the hotel switchboard and asked that all his errands 
he handled by one bellboy. He was marked by the hotel staff as an eccentric 
Englishman, and nothing more was thought of the matter. But fearing detection 
he left the hotel at the end of a week and went to live with GE Supercharger 
Engineer R. G. Standerwick, and so carefully was his identity concealed for 
® months that even Mrs. Standerwick did not know who her visitor was until 
several months later. 


Mr. Mattes. I have here a photostatic copy of a page from a pub- 
lication of Mr. Carey’s organization, the IUE, saying that a convicted 
spy was a member of the UE. They are talking about a man named 
David Greenglass, who testified in the Atomic Energy case. 

Senator, that is a deliberate lie. We never had Greenglass. He 
never was an organizer for a local, a district, or the national. Nobody 
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ever had a record of Greenglass in the UE. I would like to introduce 
this. 

Senator Humpurey. That will be filed with the committee. 

(The document referred to is on file with the committee. ) 

Senator Humpurery. Now, why don’t you do something about this 
sort of thing, Mr. Matles? I mean that when an organiz: tion puts out 
literature against your group along this line, do you not have some 
recourse, seriously ‘speaking ? 

Mr. Maries. We will see how Senator Benton makes out. 

Senator Humpnrey. That will be a different situation. 


Mr. Mattes. I will wait for that. é 
Senator Humpnrey. I still say it is a little different situation. 


There is a type of immunity with reference to Members of Congress, 
which is entirely different from the situation between private parties 
in a matter like this. 

Mr. Maties. Senator, we are handling that. You know how we are 
handling that. Three hundred twenty-five thousand American 
workers are standing by their union and refusing to be diverted, side- 
tracked, broken up, or disturbed. They are standing by their union 
after everything that has been handed to them, after every single 
thing that nae been handed to them. 

Now, Mr. Nixon testified on the question of sabotage and spies and 
our general attitude on that. I am not talking : about his testimony 


of today. 
Senator 
in June? 
Mr. Mattes. That is correct. 
The General Electric Co. today in an advertisement says something 
that they did not say here in the testimony. 
The advertisement sa iys with regard to security : 


Humpnuery. I take it you are referring to his testimony 


Meanwhile, despite our urging of this legislation to clear up the problem 
of catching the guilty and relieving the innocent, we don’t want our advocacy 
of this legislation to cause any fresh alarm to be taken to mean that there Is some 
new crisis in security. Security men never have quite enough diligence, but 
despite the well-publicized difficulties we believe a quite excellent job is 
being done. 

Let me tell you that there isn’t a plant that is manufacturing 
critical material for the Army, the Navy, or the Air Force, whether 
it isa CIO, an A. F. of L., or a company-union plant, or an unorgan 
ized plant, that does not have its security officers who screen every 
single individual who goes to work in that plant. 

In some instances, I would suspect that the diligence, knowing some- 
thing of the operations under the La Follette investigations “that I 
partic ipated in in exposing some of these corporations’ spies, I sus 
pect that the diligence of the FBI extends to sending in their people 
to join unions, to be elected to office, to sit on executive boards, to be 
shop stewards. If they didn’t do that, I would say that Mr. Hoover 
is sure laying down on the job. 

And after doing all of the investigating and all of the snooping 
and all of the checking and all of the clearing for16 years, there has 
not been a single officer or member of this union found to be guilty 
of a crime in violation of the laws having to do with the security of 
the United States. Not one. Not only has there been no one found 
guilty, but there has not been any one indicted or even tried. 
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Now, to say that on the basis of that kind of a record, the problem 
that you have here and that which confronts the labor movement of 
America and which represents a serious danger is that of addressing 
ourselves to the question of how we are going to put out of commis- 
sion a union like the UE—and that is what we are talking about— 
is certainly a very serious threat to the labor movement. 

Now, with respect to the question that has been raised on the foreign 
policy quest ion, we have dealt with that question. 

Senator Humpnrey. Would you like at this time to answer Mr. Bar- 
bash’s question, Mr. Matles / 

Mr. Mattes. Sure, I will answer it if you want me to. 

Senator Humeurey. I think we have gotten along to the point where 
that would be appropriate. 

Mr. Barsasn. I simply wanted to get for the record any instances 
in which the UE, either through convention resolution or through 
newspaper articles, has ever indicated disagreement with (a) the poli- 
cies of the Comumnist Party of the U nited States, that i is, the foreign 
policy, or (6) the foreign poly of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. Maries. I believe Mr. Barbash, we have handled that entire 
question in the final chapter of our statement which deals with foreign 
policy. 

Mr. Barsasn. Will you read the relevant parts of it ? 

Mr. Maries. Yes. I will first say that from 1936 to 1947, whatever 
position we adopted on foreign policy, contrary to all of this propa- 
ganda, our union possibly devotes less time to issues outside of the im- 
mediate trade-union concern of the membership day by day than any 
other one of these so-called unions who are pointing the finger at the 
UE and its officials. 

Every position that we have taken has been in line with the position 
taken by the CIO from 1936 to 1947 on foreign policy. The resolutions 
committee of the CLO was unanimous on every statement, including 
the secretary-treasurer who sat on that resolutions committee from 
1938, the first convention, until 1947. 

of course, you can ask the question of Mr. Murray: When did you 
curse the Soviet Union between 1938 and 1947? When did the CIO 
curse them? Is that an intelligent approach to the problem that con- 
fronts you ? 

On that question the UE has taken the position, our membership has 
taken its position, in the same way that it takes its position on strikes, 
in the same way that it has taken its position on the Taft-Hartley law, 
in the same way that it has taken its position on the wage-and hour 
law, and the same way that it takes its position on any other question 
in the union. 

I want to repeat to you here that Mr. Murray said in 1946 in ad- 
dressing the convention of the UF, the last convention of the UE which 
he addresed. Iam quoting Mr. Murray 

You are a proud union, a big union, and a responsible union, and you have 
Won for yourselves in the course of your history a record of praise at the hands 
of your constituents as well as the Nation itself. You might be likened to many 
other CIO unions which have gone through periods of travail, yes, of struggle, 
yes, and victory, in the course of the past 11 years, and during that period you 
have made many magnificent contributions toward the well being of the people 


whom you are privileged to represent in this convention, and to the well being of 
the people all over the United States of America. 
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Here you are today 11 years later sitting in a great auditorium representing 
a mighty constituency, one of the largest labor organizations in the United States, 
the United Electrical Workers, and you are only 1 of some 39 additional inter- 
national unions now affiliated with the CIO. You were born out of the crucible 
of adversity, sacrifice, and suffering, and you fought and you sacrified and you 
bled, and you built a great labor movement, for which I believe you must feel 
today justly proud. 

But do you know why you have built this labor movement, the electrical work- 
ers? Do you know why these 39 international organizations have built up a 
mighty, mighty labor movement known now as the CIO? Because the officers 
and members of these organizations have a prime interest in the welfare of the 
people. They live close to the people, they live with the people. They understand 
the people’s problems and the fight for the people. 

I am particularly proud this morning to place on this record the following re 
marks, that no one could be more pleased, or more deeply appreciative of the 
splendid support that has been given me than I by your organization and its 
officers. They have done so royally, sustained and maintained and fought for all 
national policies, and supported the president of this organization in the further- 
ance of those policies. And to them, as well as to the members of this union, 
I cannot refrain from stating to you this morning my deep sense of appreciation 
for this spirit of support so manifested in the course of my incumbency as 
president of the CIO. 

That was in Septembe r of 1946. Our first difference with the CIO 
was not on foreign policy y. QOur first difference was in 1947 on Taft- 
Hartley. 

We stood up on the floor of the convention in 1947—I happened to 
be the one—when we came to that convention in 1947, November, which 
was only 2 months after Taft-Hartley went into effect. Reuther and 
several others had already caved in with respect to Taft-Hartley com- 
pliance. We challenged that, and we called upon the president of the 
CIO to say something about that. We told him that when they lined 
up in the Taft-Hartley line-up, as our words were, “It was not a chow 
line, it was a poison line,” a poison line that was going to hurt them 
asmuch as it would hurt us. 

That was the first issue. 

The second issue was on the question of political independence. 

Senator Humrurey. In the case of the Taft-Hartley law, was it a 
question of noncompliance ? 

Mr. Maties. While it is to the credit of Murray that he stood on 
noncompliance until 1949, he refused at that convention to express 
and give leadership and say that it was to the interests of unions and 
the labor movements not to cave in and run back one by one. 

Our first fight was on Taft-Hartley. The second one was in 1948 
on political independence. It was not on the endorsement of Wal- 
lace. This union never endorsed Wallace. It never endorsed him. 
This union defended the rights of any member, any loeal, any dis- 
trict, to vote for Wallace and support the Wallace Party or support 
the Democratic Party or support the Republican Party. 

Senator Humpnrey. What about the leadership of your union? 
I know what they did in my State and what they did elsewhere. In 
my State, I had opposition from the UE. 

Mr. Maries. In 1948, what you had was a split. You had some 
locals then that went for you and you had some locals that went for 
Wallace and you had some locals that went for nobody. There wasn't 
a single officer, a single member, a single local that was in any way 
pressured by the national officers to do one thing or another. 
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Senator Humrnrey. You mean that men like Mr. DeMaio didn’t 
hold any meetings and did not encour age their membership to vote 
for Wallace? Do not tell me that. I was there. 

Mr. Mattes. I suspect he had the right to do that. 

Senator Humenrey. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Maries. But you cannot point to a single instance—he had 


at least as much right to do that as I would have had to come in and 
support you. 


Senator Humpnrey. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Mattes. But what followed was that that right 
away from the CIO and the CIO unions. I would like you to point 
out anyone who supported Wallace and who was in a CLO union who 
didn’t get his head chopped off and didn’t get removed. I would like 
to see a union member who maintained his position in the CIO who 
was not beheaded if he suppor ted Wallace or even refused to support 
Truman. 

Senator Humrurey. Do you think the Progressive Party was sup- 
ported by a lar ee number of Communists ? 

Mr. Maries. I don’t know for a fact that that is true, but I as- 
sume they did. But I don’t believe that that is the criterion, Senator. 
The Democratic Party was supported by a 

Senator Humpnurey. In 1948/ 

Mr. Maries. No. Iam not talking about 1948. I mean in certain 
periods. We had, as a matter of fact, to my own personal chagrin, 
a local union that endorsed Taft, believe it or not. That local union 
is stillin the UE. Nothing happened to those officers. They are still 
in the UE. I think they made a horrible mistake, but nobody hit 
them over the head and revoked their charter or anything like that. 

My next point is this. 

Senator Humenrey. Did you pass a resolution in the UE endorsing 
Wallace ? 

Mr. Matters. No, sir; not in the national union. The national 
union, the executive board, and the convention refused to pass a reso- 
lution endorsing Wallace. 

Senator Humrurey. I mean with reference to certain policy mat- 
ters. 

Mr. Matres. Like what? 

Senator Humpnrey. Such as on the North Atlantic Treaty. 

Mr. Maries. We have taken no position on the North Atlantic Pact. 
We have taken a position criticizing certain phases of the Marshall 
plan. Certainly we took that position, and we maintain our right 
to do so. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. I respect that right. 

Mr. Barsasu. Are you now going into another question ? 

Mr. Mattes. I was going to deal with the question of expulsion. 

Senator Humpnurey. You have criticized American foreign policy, 
have you not? 

Mr. Myries. Yes, sir; we have. 

Senator Humpnrey. Have you seen fit to criticize Soviet foreign 
policy ? 

Mr. Matures. We would criticize anything that we consider to be 
detrimental to the American people. 
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Mr. Barsasu. The question is more specific. Have you criticized 
Soviet foreign policy ? 

Mr. Mates. Have we criticized Soviet foreign policy, as such? 

Mr. Barpasu. Yes. 

Mr. Marries. I don’t know. God knows there are enough people 
trying to push this country into war with Russia. 

“Mr. Barnasu. Have you criticized American foreign policy? 

Mr. Maries. We certainly have. It is our responsibility to do so. 

Senator Humrurey. Have you ever criticized the American Com- 
munist Party ? 

Mr. Mattes. We don’t join in that. We are the most Red-baited 
union in America, and you want us to hit ourselves over the head, 
you know. You want us to join with McCarthy. You want us to 
join with McCarran. You want us to join with them and hit our- 
selves over our heads. We would have to be nuts to do that. 

Mr. Barsasu. I don’t want you to do anything at this point. All 
I want you to do is to answer the question. 

Mr. Mattes. I am answering the question. 

Mr. Barsasn. The question is: Have you ever criticized a policy 
of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Maries. The membership of this union has deliberated in a 
democratic way and has determined its position on every single ques- 
tion. 

You will not find anywhere that we have criticized the New Leader 
with which you may or may not be associated. We have not criticized 
Norman Thomas. We have not criticized anybody else like that, you 
know. What would you say? That we have endorsed socialism be- 
cause of that ? 

Mr. Barsasn. You will forgive me if I tell you that your answers 
are not responsive. 

My question was: Have you ever criticized the American Commu- 
nist Party? 

Now, the UE News is gotten out how many times a year ? 

Mr. Mattes. It gets out too few times; about 25 times a year. 

Mr. BarsasH. Have you ever carried such an article in the UE 
News? : 

Mr. Maries. We have many times taken positions that I suspect 
may be in conflict with the Socialists or the Communists or anybody 
like that. 

We have taken our position based on the merits. 

I challenge you to show me a single position that this union has 
taken in the affirmative to the detriment of the American people. 
Show me such an instance, and I will talk to you about it. Show me 
such a single instance, and I will argue with you on that. 

Mr. Barsasu. The answer then is “No”? 

Mr. Maries. The answer is that every single action is taken by the 
membership, and every action is taken on the basis of the merits of the 
case, and every action that we take we believe is for the best interests 
of our members and the people of the United States. We may be 
wrong on occasion, you know. I can assure you that we have made 
some mistakes. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let me make my position clear. The only 
question that I think relevalant here is where or not the UE’s posi- 
tion on these major issues, which are highly controversial, world-wide 
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and at home, is the question of whether the position taken is one that 
has dovetailed with and has run parallel to the position taken by the 
Communist Party. 

Mr. Maries. You can say that if you care to about the CIO between 
1938 and 1947. You can say that they turned and twisted and went 
ach way they went on that assumption, but I think that would be false 
because the CIO considered the merits of the case in its committees 
and in its conventions and took their position until they lost their 
political independence, in my judgment, and became subservient to a 
political party. They became subservient to a political party and they 
will live to regret the day they did that. They will live to regret the 
day they did it. 

As a matter of fact, our union on the Hill today can talk to more 
representatives of both parties than can the CIO, believe it or not. 

Senator Humpnrey. That is a very interesting observation. 

Mr. Martes. Yes, we can, because there are representatives in the 
Congress of the United States that at least know that we are not an 
arm of any political party, Democrat or Republican, and that we are 
concerned with the merits of a case. Doors are open to us, to repre- 
sentatives in this Congress, that are closed to the C1O union. 

Senator Humpurey. Let me ask you another question 

Mr. Mar es. If fortunes should change and Eisenhower should get 
in, I suspect that more doors will be closed to the CIO, more doors will 
be closed to them, in my humble opinion. 

Senator Humenrey. Let me ask you a very serious question, Mr. 
Matles. I think this is a fair question. 

Are there any members or officers of your international organiza- 
tion who are Democrats ? 

Mr. Mattes. Yes, sir; there are. 

Senator Humpeurey. Are there some Republicans / 

Mr. Maries. Mr. Fitzgerald, I believe, told me that he is a reg- 
istered Republican. 

Senator Humrnurery. Are there any members who are Socialists? 

Mr. Maries. I assume there are. 

Senator Humpnrey. Are there any members who are Communists? 

Mr. Marues. I assume there are, sir. I would venture to say, with- 
out any basis of knowledge, sir, that the percentage is no different than 
in the case of the steel workers or the auto workers or the textile 
workers or any union in a mass production industry in America. 

Senator Humpnrey. Is it your testimony, then, that there is no 
group of those holding different political beliefs—and may I make 
the record clear. It is a legitimate right of an individual in this 
country to hold political beliefs in any one of the political parties 
that may come on the scene. We have not outlawed political parties 
in this country. 

Is it your testimony that the UE is not governed directly by or 
influenced by those persons who are members of the Communist 
Party ¢ 

Mr. Maries. My testimony is that the UE is not directed or con- 
trolled by any political party including the Communist Party. 

Senator Humrnrey. All right, sir. 

Mr. Maries. And we have more independence in the locals, dis- 
tricts, and national headquarters of UE than any of the unions 
under the CIO at the present time. 
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Mr. Nixon. It should be made clear that no officers are members 
of the Communist Party because we have complied with section 9 (h) 
of the Taft-Hartley law. I mean that that should be clear. There 
should be no confusion about that here. I thought you said “officers.” 

Senator Humpurey. I was not asking you a trick question. As a 
matter of fact, Mr. Nixon, you are an able counsel. 

Mr. Nixon. | am not a counsel. 

Senator Humrurey. | asked a question as to whether or not there 
were persons who had sufficient influence in your union - give guid- 
ance who were members of the Communist Party and who directed 
the polici ies of the UE. 

Mr. Maries. I gave you my answer to that, sir. 

Mr. Barnasu. Mr. Matles, let me see if I understand you. You are 
saying that, if [ understand you—you have not given me a clear an- 
swer, so I must assume this answer: You are saying that if there is a 
lack of criticism of either the Communist Party or the Soviet Union, 
if that is true, then that is the will of the members in reflecting the 
ideology and the points of view of your membership. 

Mr. MatLes. No. Iam saying that the policy of our union is de- 
termined by its membership. That is the case in considering any 

policy by our union, just as the CIO, up until 1947, didn’t take up 
the Daily Worker and say, “We will go the way they are not going.” 
Now I suspect that because that is a part of the subservience to one 
political party. They didn’t do that until 1947. 

Mr. Barsasu. I have this practical problem: I have studied the 
American labor movement for many years. 

Mr. Matzes. I know that. 

Mr. Bargasn. I will pick up a union paper of the A. F. of L., the 
CIO, or of the United Mine Workers, and will find criticism of the 
Marshall plan, I will find criticism of the Wage Stabilization Board, 
but I will also find occasional adverse remarks with reference to the 
Communists, the Communist Party, the foreign policy of the Soviet 
Union. Now, would that be possible in the UE News? Would it be 
possible to find that kind of treatment? 

Mr. Mattes. I don’t know by what kind of standards you want to 
measure the UE News. As I say, you will possibly not find any 
criticism. 

Mr. Barpasu. Show me one article. 

Mr. Mattes. I will not show you any such article because that i 
if I may say so, a phony question, you know. It is completely so be. 

cause we will not join in the parade of the Red baiters. We will not 
ne that. We will not place ourselves in that company. 

Look at the position some people are in. McCarthy calls somebody 
a Red, and he turns around, Acheson, and he will call somebody else 
a Red. Now we are not going to call anybody a Red. We are stand- 
ing and holding the fort. We are not calling anybody anything. 

We are just standing there at the end of the line. 

Mr. Barsasu. Is anybody who criticizes a Communist a Red baiter? 

Mr. Mattes. No, of course not. If you will read the proceedings of 
our union, you will see their criticism of Communists. Read the pro- 
ceedings of our union and you will see criticism of the Soviet Union. 
Read the proceedings of our union conventions throughout the years, 
all the way through s since the split and before the split 

Mr. Barsasu. Would you provide examples for the record? 
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Mr. Mattes. I certainly will give you the proceedings of last year’s 
convention, for at least one delegate stood up and attacked Soviet 
Russia. He is a member of a loc al executive board, and he is still a 
member of a local executive board, and nobody is doing anything to 
him about that, just the same as if he had attacked anybody else he 
wanted to attack. 

That does not mean that we, as a union, have to engage in Red 
baiting of others. As I say to you, we are the last one at the end of 
the line. We are not going to do it. 

Senator Humpurey. Let us talk about this Red baiting for a 
minute. 

Mr. Maries. If I may, Senator, I wanted to talk about this question 
of expulsion from the CIO. 

Senator Humpnrey. Before you go to that, let me ask you this—— 

Mr. Maries. Will you give me time to make that point ¢ 

Senator Humpnrry. Yes, indeed. 

Red baiting is primarily, it seems to me, making allegations of Com- 
munist Party membership or support that cannot be proven. It is not 
Red baiting to identify a man who is a Communist as a Communist. 
I see no reason why, if a man is a member of the Communist Party, in 
the light of the fact that the Communist Party is a legal entity in 
this country and he believes in it, he should not say, “Yes, I am a 
member of the Communist Party.” I know that it takes a lot of 
courage to do that in the light of the present situation. But if he is a 
member of the Communist Party because of his convictions, he has the 
right to say so. 

Now, it is not Red-baiting to go out and identify that which is a 
fact. It is Red-baiting to attack persons promiscuously when it is not 
a fact. 

Now, this business of Red-baiting has been taken out of all proper 
perspective. 

What I am trying to get at is the truth of this situation. 

Mr. Maries. I would like to say on that that you would be 100 
percent right in what you have said, but I believe that you have stated 
you are, or at least one of the organizations you are associated with is, 
for the repeal of the Smith Act. There are some men serving jail 
sentences now because they said they were Communists. 

Senator Humrurry. That is not why they are serving jail sentences, 

Mr. Mattes. Why are they? 

Senator Humenrey. They are serving jail sentences because the 
court determined that there was clear evidence that they were con- 
spiring to overthrow the Government. 

Mr. Mattes. No; they didn’t say that. Otherwise, your organi- 

zation would not be for the repeal of the Smith Act 

Senator Humrurey. They are teaching the ove throw of our Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Martves. I believe that your organiaztion is for the repeal of 
the Smith Act. 

Senator Humpnrry. I gather you are speaking of the Americans for 
Democratic Action ? 

Mr. Marties. Yes; =. of your organizations. 

Senator Humpnrey. I don’t recall that I ever voted on that par- 
ticular provision. I never voted for its repeal. 

Mr. Maries. You have not? 
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Senator Humpurey. No, sir. 

Mr. Maties. I am just saying that, if you haven't, I think you 
should, sir. 

Senator Humpnurey. I have not. 

Mr. Marves. I made a mistake. I told some of your constituents 
in Minnesota that you have been advocating its repeal. 

Mr. Nixon. But, Senator, you are vice chairman of the ADA, and 
they announced that they were fighting for the repeal of the Smith 
Act and the McCarran Act. I was hoping you would get into that 
fight. 

Senator Humpnrry. I have had a lot of fights. 

Mr. Nixon. I know you have, and I hope _ you get into that one. 

Mr. Marves. If I can come now to the matter of the withdrawal or 
expulsion from the CIO, I have heard a Jot of talk throughout the 
country-—-= 

Senator Humpurey. How are we going to end this business? We 
got into the Smith Act. 

Mr. Maries. What I am saying on that is this: If a person or a 
certain political belief or affiliation, be he a Communist, knew that he 
could say he was a Communist and would not, as a result of that, 
lose his job, not be blacklisted in his community, not have his family 
endangered and maligned, not be threatened with jail, then your 
assumption would be correct. 

Then I would say that any man who is a Communist and who didn’t 
say so would have something wrong with him. He would certainly 
not be working for his cause. 

When I came to this country I was 18 years old. I remember that 
for several years I held a union card in my pocket. Every time an 
employer called me in and there was some union activity, he asked 
me whether I belonged to the union. 

The working people in America were compelled, before the La 
Follette committee and the New Deal, to deny membership in a labor 
union because to openly accept membership in a labor union meant 
losing his job. They tried to protect their jobs. I don’t think you 
could blame them. I don’t think you could blame them at all. 

Now we are going back. There are certain shops a are unor- 
ganized that we are trying to organize today. Under Taft-Hartley, 
working people today are again denied membership in a union. T hey 
are afraid to say they are aaulites of a union. 

Senator Humprurey. How does that tie in? 

Mr. Mattes. It ties in when you say “Do you Red-bait someone when 
you call him a Cc ommunist ?” ‘We don’t Red-bait him. We don’t join 
in the whole chorus that is going on saying that we have to have a big 
war. We don’t believe in that; you may disagree. 

Senator Humpnrey. You are not very clear. 

Mr. Matirs. Now, the CIO, up to 1947, said: We ought to try to live 
in peace. The CIO resolution in 1947 said that the big powers ought 
to negotiate a settlement, including Russia. The fact that we say the 
same thing in 1952 and have continued to say it for 5 years after 
the CIO finished saying that does not make them patriots and does 
not make us un-Americans, I submit. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let me ask you a further question. 

Do you consider the Communist Party of the U nited States an 
independent political party in the sense of having no foreign ties ! 
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Mr. Mares. I would consider, for the purposes of this hearing, 
Senator, as we do with anybody, ‘that the only way you can do any- 
thing against anybody is ‘under established Jaw on ‘the basis of in- 
dividual guilt with a proper trial, a fair trial without a possibility of 
frame-up. 

I see Boulware talking about potential traitors—— 

Senator Humpenurey. Now, just a minute. Let us go back to this 
other question. 

Mr. Mattes. I am answering your question. 

Senlator Humeurey. Do you consider the Communist Party in the 
United States an independent natonal political party, or do you con- 
sider it a part of an international political organization ¢ 

Mr. Mates. They claim to be an independent political party. They 
claim to be not governed by any foreign power. 

There has been no evidence produc ‘ed in the trial of the 11 to that 
effect. Then I assume that McCarran is going to go right ahead and 
allow it. 

You said before, here, that it is a legal political party. I heard 
you say that. 

’ Senator Humpurey. That is correct. 

Mr. Mattes. I will accept your statement for that. 

You know quite a bit on the issue of communism. 

Senator Humpurey. But I asked your point of view. I asked what 
position you believe they occupy. 

Mr. Mattes. I am opposed to the suppression of any organization 
or any group or the illegalizing of it on the ground of this general 
war hysteria that is going on. 

If the Government of the United States has any charges against 
any individual—talk about spies, I don’t think the record will show 
that any political party has a monopoly on spies. I would say that, if 
somebody wanted to get a spy in the United States, the best thing 
they could do would be to get a good registered Republican. I would 
say that Foster would be a very poor spy, a very poor specimen of 
a spy. 

I would look over the register of Republicans and get somebody 
off there. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let me ask you this. Do you consider the 
Communist Party to be democratically controlled under democratic 
principles ¢ 

Mr. Mattes. I certainly don’t know about that. 

Senator Humpnrey. I only ask you that question because it relates 
back to persons involved in points of leadership. 

Do you consider the members of the Communist Party and the 
Communist Party itself as inspired by democratic ideals ? 

Mr. Marres. I will judge any member of this union on the basis 
of what he does in this union; and my union members, the members of 
my union, will judge him on that basis. 

‘From the point of view of whether they will keep him in office or not, 
that will be determined on the basis of what he does and not on the 
basis of what he advocates or what he says. 

Senator Humrurey. What I am asking you is a question with refer- 
ence to the Communist Party. Let us assume that the Communist 
Party got a majority of people in charge of the union—not elected, 
because there are many other ways to run a union. It is known com- 
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monly that people may be in charge of a union officially and yet do 
not run it. That is not only not unusual in unions but it is even true 
in business establishments. People are in charge but do not run the 
establishment. 

Mr. Maries. Where that is a condition it cannot be done without 
the assistance of the employers. No union can be dominated by a 
group of individuals and thwart the will of the majority of the peo- 
ple unless that group is assisted by the employers involved. 

I want to explain that for a minute, if I may, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. All right, let us go back again now. 

Mr. Maries. Therefore, I say that the Communist Party cannot 
dominate a union. It cannot dominate a union if it is run by the 
rank and file, and it has been. 

Senator Humenrey. Let us assume that the rank and file did not 
make a proper decision. ‘That is entirely possible; is it not? 

Mr. Maries. All right. 

Senator Humpurey. Let us assume that they have gotten certain 
officers in and let us assume further that they have gotten control of 
the mechanism of the union, of the public organ of the union, and 
of the apparatus of the union. Let us assume that that has happened. 

Mr. Mattes. We don’t have to assume it. You said that about our 
union; and, if you are assuming that some other things are as badd 
as our union, then, it is impossible. 

Senator Humpurey. I said that it has been alleged of your union 
and that the CIO has made some statements with reference to the 
expulsion. 

Mr. Mattes. I believe you, sir, have made the statement. 

I was checking my sheet here, sir, and I find that you made the 
statement 10 times. "You have said that the CIO claims that we are 
Communist-dominated. You have referred to the UE as an example 
of a Communist-dominated union on your own authority. 

Senator Humpnurey. That is exactly what the CIO said. 

Mr. Nixon. No. You said, “However, there is no doubt at all in my 
mind that the eight organizations that were expelled from the CIO 
are Communist-dominated.” 

Senator Humpnrey. I asked you this question: Is it not possible 
that after the officers of a union are in complete control of the appara- 
tus, and even after the officers left but still retained control of the 
apparatus of the union, that union could be dominated by the Com- 
munist Party ? 

Mr. Mattes. No; I don’t believe so. 

Senator Humpnrey. You don’t believe so? 

Mr. Maries. No, sir. I am not saying that a Communist may not 
do some harm in some local union just as a given Democrat or Repub- 
lican may do some harm willingly or unwillingly. I say that the cor- 
rection of that is in the hands of the membership. 

Senator Humpurey. How do you, then, Mr. Matles, correlate these 
statements of yours with the simple truth that every time the Soviet 
Union has changed its policies the Communist Party in the United 
States has ch: anged its policies? Name any time when they have not. 

Mr. Matres. I cannot name it either way. 

Senator Humrurey. When the Soviet Union has changed its policy, 
can you name me any time when a member of the Communist Party 
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has not changed his line or his policy when the new line has been laid 
down by the Politburo? 

Mr. Marties. It has been said that for 8 years the CLO, on the matter 
of foreign policy, changed its position every time the Soviet Union 
changed its position. That was an accusation against the CIO. 

Murray did everything in his power to get out of that, even if he 
had to give the CIO away, just to get out from under that cloud, just 
as Lincoln said. 

I want to say this to you: On this question of withdrawal, the UE 
was not expelled by the CIO. 

Senator Humpnrey. Wasn’t it? 

Mr. Matters. No, sir. 

In September of 1948, at our convention, a month and a half before 
the CIO convention, our convention voted to withhold the per capita 
tax and to withdraw from the CIO unless the CIO made two assur- 
ances: the assurance as to the right of our members and of our union 
to have its political independence, and the stopping of raids against 
our union. 

We met with the officers of the CIO before the CIO convention, and 
when they advised us that they would not give us that assurance we 
told them that a check of $30,000 a month was off. As it was, we never 
went into that convention. We withdrew from the CIO because we 
would not be a part of it. 

It was after we had withdrawn from the CIO that what happened is 
what happens in the case of some employers. You go over and say to 
the foreman, “I am quitting this job.” : 

The foreman will turn around and he will say to you, “You can’t 
quit this job. You are fired.” 

That is exactly what happened in the CIO. 

Mr. Barwasu. That is very interesting. 

Mr. Mattes. It is a fact. 

Mr. Barpasu. How does it happen, then, that Mr. Bridges and Mr. 
Flaxer in the resolutions committee voted against the expulsion ? 

Mr. Mattes. Sure. We weren’t there. We had withdrawn. 

You understand the lahor movement. You know we had with- 
drawn before that. 

Mr. Barsasu. But you also were expelled. 

Mr. Mat es. Sure. We were fired after we told them to go to hell, 
certainly. 

Mr. Barsasn. That was opposed by people who represented your 
point of view. 

Mr. Maries. They stayed in. They wanted to beat the expulsion. 
We told the CIO that we wanted no part of it. That is the differ- 
ence, and we are proud of that fact. The record will show that as a 
fact. 

Mr. Nixon. I just want to make one comment on your statement be- 
fore, Senator Humphrey, because we are coming to the close of these 
hearings. 

The fact is that there has been no evidence brought before this com- 
mittee to undermine our proposition that we have a democratic or- 
ganization, that the members run the organization, that we have dem- 
ocratic annual conventions, that we have democratic elections, that we 
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have a democratic determination of policy, and with that we have in- 
dividual rights of opinion on the part of all of our people. 

Senator Humpnurey. We have been investigating the general prob- 
lem of what to do with any Communist-dominated union and any 
Communist infiltrated union. We have asked the question, Is that a 
threat to our national security ? 

If the question is answered in the affirmative, then we say, If it is, 
then what do we do? 

We have not said that it was a threat. We have not said what we 
were going todo. We have been asking these questions, and you have 
come forward with some testimony. You have been privileged to de- 
fend your case before this committee. 

Mr. Mar es. I want to say this: I certainly have no idea what your 
committee is going todo. I don’t know whether you have already de- 
cided what your committee is going to do. Obviously, this session of 
Congress is finished. 

Senator Humrenrey. That is correct. 

Mr. Martwes. Most likely a report is to be made. In 1938, we had 
the Dies committee report. Mr. Carey was president then. We had 
in 1940 a Dies committee report. We had the Kersten report in 1948. 
We have had all kinds of reports, and the Dies committee says we are 
Communist-dominated. The Wood committee says, “That is right, the 
Dies committee says you are Communist-dominated.” 

Then the Kersten committee says, “The Dies committee and the 
Wood committee says you are Communist-dominated.” 

In each case, Senator, leaflets go out to the plants. Carey is wait- 
ing for your report to be filed. His lies will carry more weight if he 
is able to say in connection with an election that the liberal Senator 
from Minnesota says that the UE is Communist-dominated. They 
will not have to take his word for it in trying to win an election on 
that basis. He would like to do that. 

We have tried here to present to you some testimony, and, in our 
judgment, it would be the greatest insult to the 325,000 men and 
women of this union if a committee of your kind were to engage in 
that same kind of an operation. ' 

We are perfectly willing to have you come back later and take stock 
of our testimony and say, “Now, you have given us all of the facts 
you know——” 

Senator Humpurey. Mr. Matles, you are under the impression that 
we are investigating your union. 

Mr. Mattes. No, I am not under that impression. 

Senator Humpurey. We are not investigating your union. 

Mr. Mattes. I am under the impression, as {iene to show you, 
that the major premise upon whieh your committee proceeded was 
that the UE is Communist-dominated and that therefore something 
has to be done. 

Senator Humpnrey. The major premise under which this commit- 
tee started, Mr. Matles, was whether or not Communist-dominated 
unions were a threat to the national security. That is No. 1. 

No. 2 is: If there were said Communist-dominated unions and they 
were a threat to the national security, what, then, does this commit- 
tee of the Congress do? What kind of recommendations do we make? 

You see, you are just a part of the general picture. 
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Mr. Maties. Your committee did not start an investigation of 
Alcoholics Anonymous to find out whether they are a threat to the 
national security of the United States. 

Senator Humrenrey. That is true. 

Mr. Mattes. You started out on the basis, you started out on a 
certain premise, and your premise was—and again I am trying to say 
to you, * acten that your premise is wrong. If we have not been suc- 
cessful up to this point, we will be glad to do everything in our power 
to show you that your premise is wrong. 

I would not argue this way before McCarran, you know, but I will 
argue before you : this way because I am convinced i in my own mind 
that if you start going down that road, in my judgment—and I am 
just a little bit concerned about you—you and I will land in the same 
McCarran concentration camp. I most likely will land there first, 
but you sure are going to follow. That is my feeling about it, and I 
don’t mind telling you anything you want to know. That is the reason 
1 am arguing before you as I am. 

Senator Humpurey. May I say, Mr. Matles, that the reason you 
have been given an opportunity to testify here is to make your rec ord 
clear, and you have been given all of the chance in the world. I would 
venture to say that some committees of Congress might have been a 
little more short with you. 

Mr. Mar tes. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. I want to make it crystal clear to you that 
our objective is solution of a particular problem. If you don’t fall 
within that problem, you have nothing to worry about. 

If you do fall within the problem, then you are a matter of concern 
to the committee. 

Mr. Mattes. I say that you do not have that problem. There is not 
a union in America that threatens the security of the United States. 

The corporations in America are threatening the security of the 
United States. 

I don’t care what union you pick. It may be a good union, in your 
opinion, or it may be a bad union, in your opinion. It may do a good 

ob; it may do a bad Job. But it does not constitute a threat to the 
United States of Americ 

Senator Humpurey. Yo our testimony will be very carefully weighed. 

This committee is composed of some very fine men, without talking 
about the present company. We have men on this committee such as 
Senator Douglas, of Illinois. We have Senator Neely, of West Vir- 
ginia. We have Senator Pastore, of Rhode Island. We have Sena- 
tor Ives, of New York. We have Senator Morse, of Oregon, and also 
Senator Taft, of Ohio. Now, there is a wide variety of political views 
there. They are men of experience. I am confident that they will 
weigh this testimony carefully. 

May I say that our whole objective has not been to put the finger on 
some organization or some individual. Our objective is to examine 
this problem, which we are doing, and we may continue to do that for 
a considerable period of time. We are not going to rush out and 
prepare a quick report. We are not going to give this the quick treat- 
ment. Weare going totry to get at the problem. We are going to see 
whether or not this problem necessitates any consideration by the 
Congress. We are going to try to publish a report that will be helpful. 

Now, that is what we are going to do. 
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Do you have anything more, Mr. Matles ? 

Mr. Maries. The only thing I want to say, in conclusion, is this one 
sentence, Senator: I think that the problem that confronts this country 
is the repeal of the Taft-Hartley law. 

And the repeal of the McCarran Immigration Act. 

And the repeal of every single piece of repressive legislation 
as the Smith Act and the McCarran Act which are directed against 
the people. I say that you can sleep at ease and have your vaca- 
tion as far as any section of the labor movement is concerned, whether 
you agree with it or not, from the standpoint of any union or any 
group of w orking people being a threat to the security of the United 
States of America. That does not exist. 

Senator Humpnrey. I am not worried about the working people 
being a threat to our national security. 

Mr. Mattes. All that Boulware wants to do is to get you started on 
the road, just as he has done with Carey and others. He has used 
them. He has split the union. He made millions of dollars out of 
that. Just as certainly as he turned on him after he finished using 
him, he will turn on anybody else after he is done with him and as he 
will keep on doing until he destroys the labor movement. 

Senator Humeurey. Mr. Barbash, do you have any more questions? 

Mr. Barsasu. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. How about you, Mr. Bernstein? 

Mr. Bernstern. I have no questions. 

Senator Humpurey. I trust that you feel you have had a fair 
hearing? 

Mr. Maries. Thank you very much for the time. 

I only wish you had given us this hearing before you drew some 
conclusions about us. 

Senator Humpurey. We had you appear before we drew any 
conclusions. 

The committee will be in recess now subject to the call of the 
chairman. 

(Whereupon, at 5:40 p. m., Tuesday, July 8, 1952, the hearing was 
adjourned, subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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APPENDIX A 
MEMORANDUM 


To: Senator Hubert H. Humphrey 
From: Max M. Kampelman 
Re: The Taft-Hartley non-Communist affidavit? 

Section 9 (h) of the Labor Management Relations Act of 1947 provided as 
follows:? 

“No investigation shall be made by the Board of any question affecting com- 
merce concerning the representation of employees, raised by a labor organization 
under subsection (c) of this section, no petition under section 9 (3) (1) shall be 
entertained, and no complaint shall be issued pursuant to a charge made by a 
labor organization under subsection (b) of section 10, unless there is on file with 
the Board an affidavit executed contemporaneously or within the preceding 
twelve-month period by each officer of such labor organization and the cfficers of 
any national or international labor organization of which it is an affiliate or 
constituent unit that he is not a member of the Communist Party or affiliated 
with such party, and that he does not believe in, and is not a member of or sup- 
ports any organization that believes in or teaches, the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force or by any illegal or unconstitutional methods. The 
provisions of section 35A of the Criminal Code shall be applicable in respect to 
such affidavits.” 

In his veto message, President Truman singled out this section for specific 
attention :? 

“The only result of this provision would be confusion and disorder, which is 
exactly the result the Communists desire. * * * 

“T consider that this provision would increase, rather than decrease, the dis- 
ruptive effect of Communists in our labor movement * * *” 

The constitutionality of this section was upheld by the Supreme Court of the 
United States on May 8, 1950, in American Communications Association vy. Douds 
and United Steelworkers v. N. L. R. B.A Congress, the Court held, exercised its 
power under the commerce clause in order to protect commerce from the con- 
tinuing danger of disruptive political strikes. It did not seek to regulate speech 
by censorship or by prohibiting the dissemination of information. Furthermore, 
the remedy provided by statute bears a reasonable relation to the evil sought 
to be reached, said the court. Thus, Congress could and did find the policy of 
the Communist Party unlike that of other political parties, to be to utilize union 
leaders to strike and obstruct commerce for political purposes. Congress would 
reasonably conclude that persons who believe ip the forcible overthrow of govern- 
ment could likewise abuse union office for that objective. 

The Court also held that section 9 (h) “is designed to protect the public not 
against what Communists and other identified therein advocate or believe, but 
against what Congress has concluded they have done and are likely to do again.” 
It, therefore, isn’t the suppression of speech which is at issue but rather “evils 
of conduct that are not the product of speech at all.” The “clear and present 
danger” test was thus not to be applied. 

In addition, the Court continued, the section did not directly prevent or punish 
speech, affiliation, or beliefs; nor did it indirectly seek to suppress dangerous 


1For much of the material used in this analysis I am indebted to David I. Shair, How 
Effective Is the Non-Communist Affidavit? Labor Law Journal, vol. 1, No. 12, September 
1950, pp. 935-944: and Walter L. Daykin, The Operation of the Taft-Hartley Act’s Non- 
Communist Provisions, Iowa Law Review, vol. 36, No. 4, summer 1951, pp. 607—628. 

261 Stat. 136, 146. 

* The New York Times, June 21, 1947, p. 4. 

#339 U. S. 382, rehearing denied, 339 U. S. 990. 
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ideas, impose invalid censorship, or prohibit the dissemination of information. 
its purpose was only to discourage affiliation and belief where they are-com- 
bined “with occupancy of a position of great power over the economy of the 
country.” 

As of June 30, 1951, non-Communist affidavits had been filed by 204,420 officers 
of international, national, and local unions.’ Each of them has sworn to three 
statements as follows: ° 

“(1) I ama responsible officer of the union named below. 

“(2) Iam not amember of the Communist Party or affiliated with such party. 

“(3) I do not believe in, and I am not a member of, nor do I support, any 
organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United States 
Government by force or by an illegal or unconstitutional method.” 

But a story cannot be told by numbers alone, 

Communist leaders in the labor movement were not content to allow the 
affidavit requirement to diminish their influence or thwart their objectives. 
They were aided at first in their desire not to be exposed by the fact ‘that the 
erganized labor movement as a matter of principle opposed the affidavit and 
threatened noncompliance. For many months, the unions were deciding whether 
to “boycott” and “bypass” 9 (h) or comply and fight for repeal of the entire 
act. Finally, after all but a few of the unions, notably the United Steelworkers 
and the United Mine Workers, decided to comply with the section, the Communist 
trade-union leaders developed other techniques for meeting the affidavit’s threat. 
In all, three major techniques were adopted. 

First was the resignation from the Communist Party of some of the leaders. 
Max Perlow, secretary-treasurer of the United Furniture Workers, started this 
trend. In astatement to the press on June 5, 1949, Perlow stated that his union 
had decided to file the affidavits and thus prevent raiding from other unions. 
He said he was faced with a choice of continuing either as a union officer or as 
a member of the Communist Party. He still believed in Communist doctrine 
and in his right to advocate it through “peaceful, constitutional processes.” 
He likewise asserted that he had never kept his long-standing Communist mem- 
bership a secret from union members. He then used this occasion to further 
advance the party’s interest :" 

“It is because of the teachings of this party that I came to the conclusion 
that there can be no higher privilege, no greater principle, than to serve the 
working people in their struggle for a higher standard of living, for higher 
wages, for job security, for greater and greater guarantees for the workers to 
live decently and bring up their children as free people without fear to face the 
future * * *, Marxism is the best expression of the hopes and aspirations 
of mankind to free itself of the mounting evils which threaten the world today.” 

Certainly, Perlow’s action violated the spirit and intent of section 9 (h), 
but the General Counsel of the National Labor Relations Board, Mr. Denham, 
felt that “the maximum limit” to which he could go was to refer the affidavit 
to the Department of Justice.* 

“The act does not direct or authorize either the General Counsel or the Board 
to police these affidavits or to pass judgment upon their truth or falsity. While 
Mr. Perlow’s published statements, if they accurately quote him, would tend 
to throw considerable doubt on the good faith of his affidavit, nevertheless, we 
are required by the law to take the affidavits as they are submitted * * *.” 

The NLRB itself later followed suit when, by a 4-1 majority, it placed the 
furniture workers on a ballot for the first time since passage of the Taft-Hartley 
Act. The Board claimed that “persons desiring to establish falsification or 
fraud” had “recourse to the Department of Justice for a prosecution under sec- 
tion 35 (a) of the Criminal Code” and that for the Board itself to intervene 
would be “clearly contrary to the intent of Congress” and “productive of delay.” 

Perlow’s successful effort was emulated about a month later by Maurice Travis, 
secretary-treasurer of the Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, who “reluctantly’ 
resigned from the Communist Party, signed the affidavit, and pledged he would 
“continue to fight” for Communist goals “with all the energy and sincerity at my 
command.” ” Travis said a “great sense of indignation” accompanied his de- 





6 National Labor Relations Board, Fifteenth Annual Report (U. 8S. Government Printing 
Office, 1950). p. 18. 

6 Form NLRB 1081. 

7 The New York Times. a [ear i: 

8N please R—202. June . 1949. 

9 NURE acon i 217, July 21, 1949. General Banking Company, 90 NLRB 90. 

1 The New York Times, August 16, 1949, p. 7. 
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cision since “an American has as much right to be a Communist as he has to be 
a Republican, a Democrat, a Jew, a Catholic, or an Elk or a Mason.” 

Donald Henderson of the Food and Tobacco Workers of America followed the 
same technique. In August 1950 Ben Gold, head of the fur and leather workers 
union, also officially resigned from the Communist Party to sign the Taft-Hartley 
affidavit, thus allowing his union to qualify and protect itself from raiding.” 

A second stratagem followed to avoid the intent of the Taft-Hartley Act was 
to amend the union constitution and juggle union offices. The first NLRB test 
of this ruse was furnished by the United Shoe Workers, which changed its con- 
stitution so that there were only two national officers of the union; other 
leaders remained at their old posts but without officer titles. The NLRB ruled 
as follows: ™ 

“The contentions * * * illustrate the possibility under existing law that 
unions, by abolishing offices under their constitutions but assigning identical 
duties to officials who shall not longer be denominated as ‘officers,’ may frustrate 
the congressional intent to drive Communists from positions of leadership in the 
labor movement. As the Board reads the statute, however, these considerations 
cannot properly deter it from processing a case when statutory requirements 
have been met.” 

The NLRB, however, soon changed its ruling in a similar case. Before it did, 
the United Retail, Wholesale, and Department Store Union effected compliance 
by a similar device, and the United Office and Professional Workers eliminated 
three elective vice presidents, making them “division heads.” 

The NLRB changed its rules and regulations and its statement of procedure 
after it began considering the case of Donald Henderson and his food and tobacco 
workers union.“ Henderson had been named “national administrative director” 
after resigning as president. The NLRB challenged this procedure “ after point- 
ing to an announcement of the executive board that the new arrangement “well 
assures our members of his (Henderson’s) continued service as a leader of the 
union.” ™ 

Finally, in a new order, effective January 1, 1950, the Board amended its 
rules and regulations to provide for investigation of “those situations in which 
it believes a union failed to list any officers in its constitution for the purposes 
of evasion.” New affidavits from persons other than those listed by the union 
might be required if the facts so warrant, said the Board. 

The third method of evading 9 (h) was simply to ignore charges of Com- 
munist domination and sign the affidavit on the assumption that fraud and 
perjury would have to be proved by the Department of Justice. Thus in Novem- 
ber 1949 Albert Fitzgerald, president of the United Electrical, Radio, and Machine 
Workers Union signed his affidavit, saying there never was a “question about 
Communist tendencies in this union” and along with his affidavit were those of 
secretary-treasurer, Julius Emspak, and director of organization, James J. Matles. 

It is difficult to evaluate the effect of the 9 (h) provision on the decline of 
Communist influence in the trade-union movement and in the CIO in particular. 
There can be no question but that a final break with the Stalinists was inevitable. 
Differences as to the Marshall plan and the Wallace Progressive Party were 
the developments that stimulated action. It does appear, however, that the 
affidavit requirement helped in a number of local situations to identify the Com- 
munists and to facilitate their ouster. This was particularly true during the 
first days following the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

The affidavit shifted the anti-Communist struggle from the political to the eco- 
nomie level. Communists within unions had been attacked by congressional 
committees, employers, the press, and from within the unions proper. The 
issues, however, had been political, i. e., ‘Red fascism,” Marshall plan, third 
party; but these issues did not seem to cause many union members too great a 
concern. With the Taft-Hartley affidavit, however, the union’s welfare itself 
was at stake. If the officers did not sign, it could mean economic hardship, union 
raiding, loss of contract, perhaps strike. 


11 The New York Times, August 29, 1950. 

2 Craddock-Terry Shoe Corporation, 76 NLRB 842. 

18 Additions to sec. 102.3 of the Rules and Regulations, Series 5, and to sec. 101.3 of the 
Statement of Procedure, as amended August 18, 1948, published in Federal Register of 
December 2, 1949. 

“Alaska’s Salmon Industry, Inc., Case No. 19—RC-327. 

18 The New York Times, August 4, 1949. p. 15. 

% NLRB Release R--268, December 2, 1949. 
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REBUTTAL OF TESTIMONY AGAINST INTERNATIONAL UNION OF MINE, MILL, AND 
SMELTER WorKERS, BEFORE THE CIO TRIAL COMMITTEE, SUBMITTED BY MINB- 
MILL INTERNATIONAL OFFICERS FEBRUARY 1950 







THE EVIDENCE DOES NOT SUPPORT THE CHARGES 


If the record which has been presented to this trial committee were judged 
honestly, only one conclusion could be reached—a dismissal of the entire pro- 
ceedings. There is a fantastic and almost unbelievable character about the 
whole procedure. 

Here is a case in which the prosecutor opens his case by withdrawing the 
charge. A mass of immaterial and irrelevant evidence is presented. No proof 
of the charge is even attempted. Analysis of “motives,” innuendo, smear and 
character assassination are subtistuted for the orderly presentation of objec- 
tive facts commonly expected in any trial. 

Let us take a look at these proceedings from a common-sense point of view. 









The case collapses 

The charge alleges that “the policies and activities of the mine, mill, and 
smelter workers are consistently directed toward the achievement of the pro- 
gram or the purposes of the Communist Party rather than the objectives and 
policies set forth in the constitution of the CIO in violation of article VI, section 
X, of the C1O Constitution.” [italic ours] 

The “policies and objectives set forth in the constitution of the CIO” are 
clearly stated in the “objects” contained in article II of the constitution. The 
“objects” there set forth, in brief, are— 

1. Effective organization of workers. 

2. Extension of the benefits of collective bargaining. 

3. Maintenance of adherence to agreements, 

4. Securing of legislation safeguarding economic security and social welfare of 
American workers, protection and extension of democratic institutions, civil 
rights and liberties. 

If Mine-Mill has followed the policies and objectives set forth in the CIO consti- 
tution then it could not have furthered Communist policies, if the charges mean 
what they say. If one part of the charge is false, both parts of the charge 
collapse. 

If Mine-Mill, as alleged, has consistently followed Communist Party policies 
then, according to the charge, it could not have effectively organized its industry, 
extended collective bargaining, maintained its agreements, and helped to 
secure beneficial legislation for its members. 

Surely, after study of 10 years of our activities, Steinberg or Ruttenberg 
should have been able to produce some shred of evidence of our alleged failures 
to carry out ClO policy on these basic trade-union objectives. No such evi- 
dence is introduced. The inescapable conclusion is that there is none to be 
found. 

The weakness of his case forces Steinberg, almost at the outset of the hearing, 
into an extremely significant admission. 

“My charge, then, is not that this union has differed from CIO policy” 
(Tr. 32.) 

The prosecutor—the man who brings the “charge’—now withdraws it. 

The complainant enters the court room, announces that he is not proceeding 
on his complaint, but would still like to throw some mud at the defendants. 
The judges agree to go ahead. An unbiased committee would have dismissed 
the entire proceeding at that point, and rebuked the complainant for having 
brought a charge without first checking to see if it had foundation. 

Steinberg’s retreat from the charge goes to the very heart of the trial. The 
charge presupposes a fatal contradiction between CIO policy and Communist 
purposes. Steinberg now absolves Mine-Mill of failure to follow CIO policy. 
His case collapses. 

But logic is of no consequences to Steinberg. He gives up his case but still 

“plunges ahead. He seeks to prove that Mine-Mill follows Communist policies. 
This leads to the absurd position that the ClO—with whose policies Mine-Mill 
is in agreement (according to Steinberg’s admission)—furthers Communist 
policy. This is precisely the charge, as we have previously shown, that has been 
made against the CIO from the day of its birth by the House Un-American Com- 
mittee, by reactionary employer groups, and by all of our enemies. On the 
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face of the record, Steinberg joins with all these enemies of labor in attempting 
to smear not only this union, but the CIO as a whole. 
The evidence is irrelevant 

Lacking any real case against Mine-Mill, the prosecution is compelled to re 
sort to an utterly indefensible and irrelevant process of proof. 

There is ho evidence that Mine-Mill violated the basic objectives contained 
in the C1O constitution—hence the case is built upon side isues not directly 
related to trade-union objectives. 

There are no facts to prove even this limited case—hence instead of facts 
Steinberg deals in presumed motives, the ultimate resource of every witch 
bunter. 

There is no real proof to support even the half charge directed against side 
issues—hence the dragging in of irrelevant and imimateriai, but colorful, charges 
against individuals. 

The charge against Mine-Mill concerns the activities of the union, not the 
motives of any individual or individuals in that union, Reasoning from motives 
provides no standards of judgment for a fair-minded human being. 

By dealing in presumed motives, Steinberg can assert: 

“e * * The agreements of this union with CIO policy in the past are 
just as signilicant as the disagreements” (Tr. 52-3). 

This is the truly distorted mentality of the witch hunter Mine-Mill is 
damned if it does, and damned if it doesn’t. When police arrest citizens, both 
for disobeying a law and for obeying it, obviously there is no law. This 
the way of the dictator who is above the law. 

Steinberg’s excursions into the minds of Mine-Mill’s leaders lead him also 
to say: 

“Tl charge that the policies of the Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers 
Union * * * are not based on a desire to extend the benefits of collective 
bargaining and to secure for the workers means to establish peaceful relations 
with their employers, but on a desire to spread the doctrine of the Communist 

*arty and to advance the purposes of that party” (Tr. 45). 

The fact is that we have done an outstanding job in extending the benefits 
of collective bargaining. Steinberg says we did it not because we wanted to 
but for other reasons. There is obviously no sane method of proving such 
charges. 

A moment’s thought will show the “why” of this retreat to the quicksand 
of motivation. Here is a field in which anything goes. You can make the 
wildest kind of assertion, spread gossip and rumor, resort to innuendo, and give 
free play to malice and vindictiveness. There are no tests to determine when 
and under what conditions we fight for higher wages to achieve higher wages 
or to promote the ideas of, let us say, the Sermon on the Mount. The reference 
to motives is therefore the ultimate resource of the witch hunter. 

This same kind of reasoning has been used by the Dies committee to smear 
the CLO itself. It can be used to assert, with Steinberg’s reasoning, that Stein 
berg’s motives are not to serve the CIO but to serve the FBI or the chamber 
of commerce or the employers against whom Mine-Mill is pitted. 

The reliance on “motives” instead of facts, actions, or events, explains why 
the totally irrelevant testimony of Steinberg’s witnesses, Wilson and Eckert, was 
bronght in. They were brought in to attack individuals, to lend color and to 
support with innuendo and insinuation what cannot be supported with proof or 
evidence or objective fact. 

The charge is brought against the union, not any individual. And here the 
chairman of the trial committee was guilty of the grossest violation of his 
authority. To bolster the failing case presented against the union, Mr. Potofsky 
permitted these two witnesses the widest latitude in personal character assassina- 
tion. More important, he completely exceeded the authority granted him by the 
CIO executive board and decided that these hearings were also a trial of in- 
dividual officers as well as of the union. There is nothing to warrant such ar 
assumption of power. It is as though a judge should suddenly decide in the 
midst of a trial that a witness must become a defendant, without any indictment 
or charge having been lodged against him. 

Mr. Potofsky knows better than to assume this unwarranted authority. He 
does it because he is driven to the same extremity as Steinberg by the lack of 
proof of the original charge. Wilson and Eckert are then used to destroy in- 
dividval reputations and, in the approved manner of all witch hunts, to seek to 
establish the ties between individuals and union. It is the activities of the union 
which are in question, not the re*mtations of its officers or any of its members 
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Apart from any questions of credibility, the testimony of these two is completely 
irrelevant to the charges that have been made. 


No “proof” has been offered 

The “proof” that Steinberg offers, even if true, wholly fails to support what 
the charge alleges. 

The charge alleges that Mine-Mill followed Communist Party policies rather 
than basic CIO policies and objectives. The barest kind of proof involves a two- 
way comparison—first, of Mine-Mill activities with CIO policies, and second, of 
Mine-Mill activities with Communist program and policies. To complete this 
comparison, one additional standard would be enlightening—a standard such as 
the activities of other unions in CIO. 

Thus, what is required for “proof” even of the withdrawn charge of Steinberg 
is four elements: 

(1) A summary of Mine-Mill activities ; 

(2) A summary of CIO policies; 

(3) A summary of Communist purposes and programs; and 

(4) A summary of the activities of other CIO unions. 

These “summaries” would have to be fairly complete—because the charge 
reads “consistently,” which means over a long period of time and covering a wide 
range of activities. 

Not a single one of these elements has been supplied to the committee by 
Steinberg and his witnesses. 

There is absolutely no presentation of Mine-Mill’s major activities in the 
field of organizing and collective bargaining. We have already discussed the 
reason for this. But it is worth stressing again that Steinberg does not discuss 
the major emphasis of Mine-Mill’s activities over the years. Instead, he re- 
stricts his presentation to a one-sided and highly selective group of limited issues 
not directly related to Mine-Mill’s preponderant activities. The committee is 
thus being asked to judge the whole animal by a piece of the tail. The blind 
men who judged an elephant had more to go on. 

There is no presentation of CIO policy in systematic and orderly fashion. 
Nor is there any proof offered of Steinberg’s early assertions that Mine-Mill 
did not follow C1O’s basic objectives and policies. He contradicted himself mid- 
way in his opening statement by admitting that Mine-Mill agreed with CIO 
policy. This contradiction speaks for itself. The record shows that he read 
article II of the CIO constitution and then simply asserted that although Mine- 
Mill may have carried it out, it was also serving some other purpose. 

Steinberg and his research assistant, Ruttenberg, are equally cavalier in pre- 
senting and using the Communist exhibits. Ruttenberg presented the exhibits 
which purported to show Communist program or policy with a comment which 
disclaims even any intention of making the comparison that the ridiculous charge 
demands. He said: ; 

“These are sheets from the Daily Worker, the official publication of the Com- 
munist Party, which I should just like to introduce into the record in toto for 
the purposes of the committee; and I shall not comment upon each of the spe- 
cific Communist Party exhibits 1 through 31, I shall just leave them in the 
record as documentation of the Communist Party position during this period” 
(Tr. 63-4). 

At no place in the subsequent testimony does the so-called “expert” witness 

attempt to compare these exhibits with the activities of Mine-Mill. He does not 
even assert, let alone attempt to prove by comparison, that these exhibits are 
contrary to CIO policy. Clearly, therefore, these exhibits of Communist policy, 
even though never authenticated or validated or submitted beforehand to the 
union, are completely irrelevant to the charges that have been made. They 
prove nothing; like the witnesses who follow, they are introduced for the 
color and innuendo value they may have. 
_ There is another notable gap in the presentation of the exhibits. Neither 
Steinberg nor Ruttenberg offer any exhibits to show the policies and activities 
of other CIO unions on the same or similar issues during the same periods. Just 
as in the case of the CIO itself, the committee and the prosecutor seem to act 
as though these were thoroughly well known and “assume” them. But the 
stated purpose of this hearing is to ascertain facts, not to put ap a show to gloss 
over a decision fixed beforehand. 

We submit that the committee has no alternative, if it is honest, but to dis- 
miss the charge on the evidence submitted. Mine-Mill is being half charged, 
on the basis of an everage of less than four exhibits for each year of its ex- 
istence within the CIO, dealing with collateral rather than fundamental issues, 
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of pursuing some selective policies of the Communist Party nowhere stated, 
“rather than” the broadly stated but nowhere specified policies of the CIO, 
without any standard of comparison to show whether other unions were or were 
not following the same or different programs. We submit the foregoing sentence 
is a fair summary of the so-called “process of proof” submitted by Steinberg and 
Ruttenberg. If it sounds crazy, attribute its insanity to these two prosecutors. 

The basic element of this charge and of Steinberg’s conduct throughout the 
hearing is the atmosphere and method of the witch hunt. Neither Steinberg 
nor Ruttenberg attempt to make the comparisons they say they are going to 
make. They issue plenty of statements, and make numerous snide and sneering 
assertions. Sneers and wisecracks are no substitute for proof. They rely on 
the witch hunters’ proof of guilt by association, and the witch hunters’ contempt 
for logic. 

RUTTENBERG REWRITES HISTORY 


The bulk of C1O’s case against Mine-Mill consisted of testimony and exhibits 
presented by the “expert,” Research Director Ruttenberg. This evidence pre- 
sented a sharply distorted picture both of CIO and Mine-Mill policies for the 
period covered. The testimony is replete with gross exaggerations, half-truths, 
and untruths. Where facts might prove embarrassing, Ruttenberg substitutes 
his opinions. The total impression thus created is what Ruttenberg would like 
it to be—it bears little resemblance to the truth. 

Roughly 70 percent of the exhibits taken from Mine-Mill sources deal, in 
whole or in part, with the subject of foreign policy. The proverbial visitor 
from Mars would have to assume, on the basis of this hearing, that Mine-Mill 
existed solely to discuss matters of foreign policy. 

These exhibits show, for the most part, a remarkable parallel with CIO stands 
on the same issues. That, of course, is not what Ruttenberg wants to show. 
Hence, it becomes necessary for his purposes to rewrite large chunks of CIO 
history in terms of what he would have liked it to be. This he does by broad, 
sweeping assertions and vague intimations unsupported by any proof. The 
record on CIO that Ruttenberg did not place before the trial committee will now 
have to be set forth—unfortunately at some detail. 

A large part of Ruttenberg’s testimony is devoted to the years 1938 through 
1942. During that period, he claims, Mine-Mill took three different kinds of 
positions on foreign policy. Positions in one period he claims were usually the 
eontrary or different from those in another period. . 

In contrast to these “zigs” and “zags” followed by Mine-Mill, Ruttenberg 
attempts to show that CIO, during this same time, followed an unswerving line 
directed toward principled objectives. Ruttenberg never actually places CIO's 
position in the record—he merely says it was zigless and zagless. 

Thus, for example, he states that Mine-MuHl’s policies were in conformity with 
CIO policies “in 1939, but not in 1940, because the CP line changed in the interim 
period” (Tr. 312). 

The periods where Mine-Mill’s positions were in conformity with CIO positions, 
in the prosecution view, were merely coincidences. 

What now, if it can be shown that all of Mine-Mill’s actions and stands on 
foreign policy, including all shifts and changes in these years, were in accord 
with CIO positions? What if it can be shown that every change by Mine-Mill 
paralleled or followed a change by CIO? What then happens to Steinberg’s 
theory that Mine-Mill followed Communist policies? Did CIO also follow Com- 
munist policies? That is what Martin Dies claimed. This is the absurdity to 
which Steinberg’s theory inexorably leads, if Mine-Mill’s positions were the same 
as those of CIO. 

Some recognition of this fact accounts for the attempt now to rewrite CIO 
history. Unfortunately for these efforts, the record on this is clear and un- 
mistakable. 

Every Mine-Mill resolution, statement, news story, or other expressions on 
foreign policy during this period (and in fact up to the last 2 years) was in 
accord with CIO position, as expressed in convention resolutions or other actions. 

CIO (like Mine-Mill), prior to late 1939, favored collective security and quar- 
antining of the aggressor nations. 

CIO (like Mine-Mill) from late 1939 until the middle of 1941, strongly opposed 
involvement in any foreign wars, which, according to President Murray, would 
bring about “a complete black-out of democratic American institutions.” 

CIO (like Mine-Mill) after late 1941, urged all possible aid to Great Britain, 
the Soviet Union, and China, and fully supported Roosevelt’s foreign policy. 
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No single action of Mine-Mill during these periods has been shown to have 
been, nor can it be shown to have been, in conflict with any expressed CIO 
position. 

Let’s take a closer look at the record. 

Mine-Mill and CIO favored collective security 

Ruttenberg introduced two exhibits to show that before August 1989 this 
union favored quarantining the aggressors (Fascist countries) and advocated 
revision of the Neutrality Act. 

Both of these policies were fully in accord with CIO's policies on these issues. 
The 1938 CIO convention adopted three resolutions dealing with the Fascist 
threat. The main resolution on this subject, “Protection of Democracy” (Res. 
70) placed the CIO on record as opposed to the giving of “any aid or comfort, 
either through material or moral means, to these aggressor nations which are so 
determined to bring fascism to the entire world through war and brutal ag- 
sion” (CIO Convention Proceedings, 1933, p. 261). 

And it further pledged full CIO support to legislation designed effectively to 
carry out such a program. 

The sponsor of this ClO resolution stated : 

“IT want to state frankly that I am not trying to smuggle in here a policy of 
collective security. I stand forthright and openly committed to the proposition 
that only a policy of collective security can attain peace and defeat fascism 
throughout the world. There is a body of opinion in our country which main- 
tains that we can huddle within the American borders and isolate ourselves 
from what is happening throughout the world, and that this will achieve peace 
and security for the workers of our country. Can we ignore what is happening 
in Europe and Russia? Can we ignore Fascist aggression in Spain, Fascist ag- 
gression in Austria, dismemberment of Czechoslavokia, the rape of Ethiopia, 
the Japanese aggression in China? It seems to me the answer is clearly ‘No’” 
(CIO Convention Proceedings, 1938, p. 262 

Two other resolutions that were adopted dealt with the threat of nazism 
(pp. 90, 180). 


Mine-Mili and CIO opposed war from late 1939 to mid-1941 


Ruttenberg introduced 10 exhibits covering the periods 1939 through June 
1941 to show that Mine-Mill throughout this period was opposed to intervention 
in the European war. Great emphasis was placed on the fact that positions 
tnuken during this period varied from those expressed prior to August 1939 and 
afver June 22, 1941. 

Typical of Ruttenberg’s comments on these exhibits are his remarks concern- 
ing President Robinson’s statements at the 1940 Mine-Mill convention: 

“There appears here at this point no talk that a Hitler victory would mean no 
peace, as I shall point out at a later stage, after Russia was attacked by Ger- 
many, when Mr. Robinson said at that time a Hitler victory would mean no 
peace” (Tr. 75). 

And again, commenting on the resolution passed at the 1940 convention calling 
for strict neutrality in the European war: 

“Here there is complete reversal of that position (adopted at the August 1939 
convention, 1 year earlier), they want to maintain strict neutrality” (Tr. 76). 

What Ruttenberg completely overlooks is the fact that Mine-Mill was not the 
only union changing its position on foreign policy. CIO itself was making 
changes from year to year. At no point throughout this period was any Mine-Mill 
policy in conflict with that of CIO. 

The sharp shifts in CIO’s positions on foreign policy can be seen by a com- 
parison of the resolutions adopted at CIO conventions in the years 1938 through 
1941. 

In 1988, as pointed out above, the threat of fascism warranted three separate 
resolutions at the CIO convention. 

In 1939, the CIO convention, meeting after the start of the European war, 
resolved that— 

“Labor wants no war or any part of it and while countries in Europe are en- 
gaged in their barbaric orgies of conquest and aggression as they have been 
doing for centuries it must ever be the purpose of the United States to remain out 
of these wars”; and “that the CIO offers its support to President Roosevelt’s neu- 
trality policy based upon the cardinal principle of keeping America out of war 
* * *” (CIO Convention Proceedings, 1939, p. 106). 

The 1940 CIO convention resolved that— 
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“This convention reaffirms its determination that this Nation must not enter 
into any foreign entanglements which may in any way drag us down the path 
of entering or becoming involved in foreign wars. Eternal vigilance by organ- 
ized labor will be the basic guaranty that a repetition of 1917 will be avoided 
and that peace and security for our Nation will be preserved * * *” (CIO 
Convention Proceedings, 1940, p. 227). 

In Ruttenberg’s words there was here “no talk that a Hitler victory would 
mean no peace.” 

The 1941 CLO convention completely reversed the positions adopted at the 
previous conventions. The CIO then spoke of Hitler and the Nazi government 
as directly menacing the security of the United States and said: 

“We are fully cognizant and deeply appreciative of the dangers to our country 
as a result of the continued aggression of the Nazi government and Hitlerism” 
(CIO Convention Proceedings, 1941, p. 134). 

Mine-Mill’s shifts in policies, it can be shown, directly followed those of 
the CIO. 

From September 1939 up through the middle of 1941, CIO policy, as reflected 
in its official organ, “CIO News, was consistently aimed at keeping America out 
of war. 

Here are some of the many stories carried by CIO News on this subject: 

September 11, page 1: CIO leaders urge United States to stay clear of war. 

September 11, page 3: War danger key labor topic. 

September 11, page 4: Editorial against involvment in war and full text 
of John L. Lewis Labor Day speech (p. 5) in which Lewis demands jobs for 
all and freedom from want. (Lewis was president of CIO.) 

September 18, page 1: Protect labor, end profiteering, CIO unions ask. Amer- 
ica must stay out of Europe’s war. 

September 25, page 1: Sidney Hillman says ‘‘American labor hates war.” 

September 25, page 4: Editorial on war planners. 

September 25, page 7: Emil Rieve warns hosiery workers of war scare 
dangers * * * “Natural American abhorrence for methods of fascism * * * 
should not provide a springboard to throw this country into a European war.” 

October 16, page 9: Editorial defining CIO’s stand against war. 

November 6, page 4: Editorial against war and cartoon showing labor “not 
interested” in Europe’s war. 

1940 


January 1, page 3: New Year’s message; United States must solve key prob- 
lems in 1940 without reference to the vagaries of war abroad. 

January 29, page 6: CIO president Lewis warns politicians on needs of labor 
against war. 

February 19, pages 1 and 5: Various unions adopt statements in opposi- 
tion to war (Rubber, Shipyard, etc.). 

April 29, page 6: J. L. Lewis at National Negro Congress asks whether labor 
is to be plunged into war to save Iceland or island of Borneo. 

May 20, page 4: Editorial outlining labor demands—‘No involvment in foreign 
war.” 

June 10, page 4: CIO announces stand opposed to war (CIO executive board). 

July 22, page 3: Philip Murray tells Democratic convention in Chicago— 
“Avoid war, save social legislation.” 

August 19, pages 4 and 5: Labor united against the draft—round-up of stories. 
Lewis’ message on the draft. 

November 25, page 9: Full text CIO convention resolutions—keep United 
States out of war. 

1941 


February 10, page 1: Philip Murray urges clarification of foreign policy, re- 
iterates CIO opposition to involvement in foreign war. 

February 10, page 6: Full text Murray's statement opposing lend-lease bill 
before Senate committee. 

May 5, page 6: Speeches by Lewis and Murray—“We do not want to take 
part in any imperialist war.” 

Closer examination of these stories will show that practically every statement 
cited by Ruttenberg from Mine-Mill exhibits as evidence of following of Com- 
munist Party line can be duplicated in these stories taken from the CIO News. 

This is CIO’s position on foreign policy from late 1939 to mid-’41 on the 
record. To Ruttenberg, apparently, CIO “policy” now becomes not what any 
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convention or board meeting may have decided, but what some CIO officials may 
have been thinking in spite of what is stated in majority-approved decisions. 

Thus, to his apparent way of thinking, the 1989 and 1940 CIO resolutions, 
which strongly opposed any involvement in war, didn’t really mean what they 
said because some persons in CIO leadership never really did favor them. They 
acquiesced in these decisions—in private they may have harbored different ideas— 
in other forums they may have advanced or supported other views (the right to 
which has never been questioned before now). 

Thus, for example, it is a matter of record that many officials of the Amalga- 
mated Clothing Workers during 1939 and 1940 publicly opposed many CIO posi- 
tions. They were clearly in the minority. These past variances from CIO policies 
now become the standard by which Mine-Mill’s past action, then in accord with 
CIO policies, now are measured. 

Now CIO seeks to rewrite its past. The minority position, it now develops, 
should have been the majority. Hence, those who supported the majority were 
not following CIO policy. 


CIO also praised Wheeler in 1940 


Among the exhibits covering this period, introduced by the CIO, is one in 
which the Mine-Mill edition of the CIO News “quotes approvingly a statement by 
Burton J. Wheeler.” The head on this story reads “Give Nation to Army and 
you slit its throat, says Senator Wheeler.” 

On this, says Ruttenberg: “Wheeler, during this time, of course, was in the 
camp of people who were against any aid to Britain or any aid for England and 
lend-lease, and so forth, and at this point the union was also for that position 
and they considered Senator Wheeler a great individual’ (Tr. 78). 

Whatever praise of Senator Wheeler in 1940 may signify to Ruttenberg, Mine- 
Mill’s attitude on this gentleman was clearly only a faint echo of CIO’s position 
at that time on the same individual. Here are some of the stories that CIO 
News carried on Wheeler during that same period: 

January 22, 1940, page 3: Story on Wheeler, referred to as “one of the most 
eminent contemporary statesmen.” 

January 29, 1940, page 1: Lewis urges no endorsement of F. D. Roosevelt. 
Wheeler speech against war at miner’s convention. 

June 17, 1940, page 1: Wheeler tells Congress people do not want war (news 
story). 

June 24, 1940, page 2: Wheeler renews plea that United States avoid war. 

June 24, 1940, page 6: Text of Lewis speech to National Negro Congress con- 
taining praise for Wheeler. 

July 8, 1940, page 3: Lewis boosts Wheeler. 

August 26, 1940, page 6: “War means the end of this generation’s labors,” 
Wheeler declares. 

Apparently President Murray was also on rather chummy terms with Wheeler 
at that time. Speaking at the United Mine Workers Convention in January 1940, 
Wheeler said: “* * * Phil Murray and Tom Kennedy have long been friends 
of mine. They are true labor statesmen. * * *” (CIO News, January 4, 
1940. ) 


Mine-Mill and CIO supported war in late 1941 


The next seven exhibits covering the period of all-out war, after the Soviet 
Union was attacked by Germany up through the VE- and VJ-days, are intended 
to show that positions taken during this period were contrary to those during 
the second period. Throughout this period the union called for full aid to Hitler’s 
enemies, urged all-out production, supported the industry-council plan, and the 
second front. 

Again much stress is laid by Ruttenberg upon the fact that the union during 
this period changed from its previous position of neutrality ; presumably, in Mr. 
Ruttenberg’s judgment, continued opposition to the war would have indicated 
“an honest difference of opinion.’ Support of the war meant subservience to 
foreign ideologies. 

According to Mr. Ruttenberg, the sole basis for the change in the union’s 
position was the fact that the Soviet Union had been attacked. Commenting on 
President Robinson's statement to the Mine-Mill 1941 convention “that the inter- 
national situation has changed greatly from a year ago” Ruttenberg states: 

“T might interpolate that the only thing which had changed in this international 
situation was the attack upon the Soviet Union.” (Transcript, 91.) 

If this is so, then obviously these considerations were sufficiently powerful to 
affect the thinking of even President Philip Murray. How, then, account for the 
fact that Murray himself had changed his position in the same year? 


ee renee anmerre re - 


Pa Ae ie. 


t 
1a 








COMMUNIST DOMINATION OF UNIONS 521 


Speaking for CIO before the Democratic National Committee, Murray said, in 
July 1940: 

“We cannot accept or adopt any policy which may in any way lead toward the 
involvement of the United States in Buropean or Asiatic wars” (CIO News, 
July 22, 1940). 

Yet, 1 year later, while the United States had not yet become involved in war, 
we find Murray stating: 

“Today labor has become more deeply appreciative of the dangers to democracy 
through Hitler’s aim of world conquest. It is clear to labor that a single task 
looms ahead—the defeat of this menace to humanity. 

“The paramount issue confronting the Nation today is one of self-preserva- 
tion. * * *” (CIO News, November 17, 1941). 

Did Murray switch after the invasion of the Soviet Union because he was 
serving the purposes of the Soviet Union and the Communist Party as the Dies 
committee has always insisted? Or did Murray switch to serve some other 
ulterior purpose—did he switch, for example, because he felt that tactically he 
would be in a better position to cut the cord that tied him to John L, Lewis? 
Or perhaps Murray switched because he, too, was impressed with the change 
in the world situation and in the entire character of the war he had hitherto 
opposed? 

The plain fact of the matter is that in this period many CIO leaders and CIO 
unions, including those which had either taken opposite positions or had remained 
silent the previous year, now spoke out for all-out aid to Great Britain, the 
Soviet Union, and China. This is shown by the following stories taken from the 
pages of the CIO News. 

July 21, 1941: Maritime Union asks immediate aid to Britain and Russia. 

August 4, page 6: West Virginia CIO maps fight: Brophy says “We stand for 
aid to the defenders of Great Britain and all countries resisting totalitarianism.” 

September 8, page 3: UE (James Carey as president) votes “all possible aid 
tu Britain and Soviet Union.” 

September 8, page 7: Carey and Haywood—full text of speeches calling for aid 
to countries resisting Hitler. 

September 15, page 2: Rubber union convention committed to full cooperation 
in the defense program. 

September 22, page 6: Rubber workers hear Haywood and Hillman in plan to 
save democracy (for aid abroad). 

September 29, page 3: Murray announces call for CIO convention in which he 
says “more than ever, the danger to our Nation is around national unity,” for 
aid abroad. 

September 29, page 6: Reports from shipyard convention, SCMWA, and trans- 
port workers, urging all-out aid. 

October 20, page 2: Woodworkers back aid to defeat Hitler. 

October 27, page 3: CIO leaders urge better defense planning. 

November 17, page 1: Murray asks aid to Hitler foes. 

And while we are on the subject of this period, it is not amiss to note that 
Steinberg and Ruttenberg have failed to note some other switches that took place 
then. There were more than a few in the CIO, some in the very leadership today, 
who also switched—but in the opposite direction. There were some who had 
been loud and Vigorous in urging all-out participation in the war as long as the 
Soviet Union was not in the war—but who suddenly lost their vigor and enthu- 
siasm and retired to the sidelines when the Soviet Union was attacked. Some 
of them even went so far as to break the CIO’s boasted antistrike pledge during 
the war. Did the CIO ever attempt expulsion or even discipline for this reverse 
switch? 

Mine-Mill and CIO supported the second front 


The new interpreters of CIO policy now apparently regard support for a second 
front in 1942 as “suspect.” The vile inference they seek to draw when they 
offer in “evidence” Mine-Mill’s call for a second front is that we sought thereby 
to serve some ulterior purpose in the midst of war. 

There was no demand for a second front that did not have the blessings of 
Roosevelt and the top leaders of CIO. 

The Hopkins diaries as well as other publications have conclusively shown 
that Roosevelt and General Marshall were pressing for an early cross-channel 
invasion but were restrained by Winston Churchill. 

The CIO News for July 27, 1942, reports a meeting of 60,000 trade-unionists 
in New York City which sent a message to Roosevelt urging the second front. 
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Philip Murray sent a message to that same meeting agreeing with its sentiments. 
Whose purposes was Murray then serving? 

That same year, 1942, CIO at its convention adopted a resolution in which it 
resolved that— 

“We hail with great pride the offensive of our American forces in Africa, 
which in combination with the attack of the Eighth British Army is delivering 
a mortal blow to the Fascist forces of Rommel. This successful two-front attack 
on the Axis armies in Africa, in the words of General Montgomery’s order of the 
day * * * is only the beginning of our task, and must lead to a speedy two- 
front attack and complete destruction of the main Nazi forces on the European 
Continent by the combined and overwhelming concentration of the armed might 
of the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union * * *” (CIO 
Convention Proceedings, 1942, pp. 277-278). 

Mine-Mill supported the Murray council plan 

Where the facts in the situation do not fit in with Ruttenberg’s neatly con- 
ceived formula of how Mine-Mill’s positions have shifted with every change in 
Communisty Party policy, Ruttenberg simply changes the facts. 

Commenting on a reference to the Murray plan carried in President Reid 
Robifson’s column in the official organ of the paper, dated October 20, 1941, 
Ruttenberg says: 

“Might I stop to interpolate at this point, this paper is dated October 20, 1941; 
the CIO industry council plan was presented by Philip Murray in 1940. Between 
December 1940 and mid-February 1941 there were additional plans presented by 
President Philip Murray for the steel industry, for the aluminum industry, and 
a plan presented by Walter Reuther, of the United Auto Workers, for the airplane 
industry, all of which tied into the concept of the Murray industry council plan, 
which was presented by Murray in December 1940. I find in examining the 
records of this union no mention made of these plans, no favorable mention made 
of these plans, and until this date, October 20, 1941, almost 10 months transpired 
before they began to say that the ‘Bessemer meeting is an ideal supplement to 
the defense blueprint of President Murray of the CIO.’ 

“It took them 10 months to get around to saying that and the only reason they 
got around to saying it is it appears evident, as he pointed out in his own column, 
‘We must speed the manufacture of the war materials so greatly needed by the 
Soviet and British armies.’” (Tr. 101-102.) 

A glance at the record shows either that Ruttenberg didn’t know what he was 
talking about or that he deliberately lied. During this period, Mine-Mill’s official 
organ, a special edition of the CIO News, carried every word that the CIO News 
itself carried on the Murray plan as well as these other plans. 

The plan was first presented by President Murray to a meeting of the CIO 
officers. The record shows that these officers, among whom was Mine-Mill’s 
President Reid Robinson, unanimously approved the plan. 

Mine-Mill’s paper of December 23, 1940, carried a story headed: “Murray lists 
CIO plan to end defense lag” (p. 3). On the bottom of the same page is a 
page-wide, four-column head: “Murray demands big business forget super 
profits, put idle men to work.” This story is then carried over to the bottom 
of page 5. The balance of page 5 is devoted to a four-column story headed: 
“Strengthen national defense. Plan proposed by CIO President Murray.” 

The very next issue of the paper carries a front-page banner head devoted to 
the Reuther plan: “United States officials study CIO plan for 500 planes a day. 
Recommends use of idle plant capacity.” 

The special attention devoted to this matter is indicated by the fact that the 
front page of this paper was customarily reserved exclusively for Mine-Mill 
news. In this particular issue the front-page lead position is reserved for a 
summary of the more complete story carried on page 3. 

Thereafter the following stories were carried in the Mine-Mill edition of the 
CIO News. 

January 20, 1941: “CIO answers criticism of Reuther plan.” Editorial, “The 
CIO plan.” Box announcing that copies of plan may be secured through CIO 
publicity department. 

February 3, 1941: Full-page spread “Murray offers plan for steel. Urges 
industry end crazy-quilt production.” Two-column box “Fourth CIO plan” 
summarizing four plans proposed by CIO within past 2 months, including (1) 
Murray defense plan, (2) Reuther auto plan, (3) CIO housing plan, (4) Mur- 
ray’s steel plan. 

July 21, 1941: “CIO offers plan to lift United States aluminum output.” 

July 28, 1941: Editorial “What CIO plan would avoid.” 
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July 28, 1941: The “President's corner’ of Mine-Mill’s President Reid Rob- 
inson is devoted to criticism af OPM for failing to apply Murray’s industry 
council program to copper industry. 

The overwhelming evidence gives the lie to Ruttenberg’s bland assertion that 
in the 10 months before the Bessemer meeting in October 1941 there is “no men- 
tion made of these plans, no favorable mention made of these plans * * *,” 


Mine-Mill supports CIO foreign policy of 1946-47 


Ruttenberg’s version of Mine-Mill’s stands on foreign policy up to 1946 con- 
ceals the fact that, throughout this period, there were no basic differences with 
C1O on any of these issues. Mine-Mill’s policies were CIO policies—not because 
Mine-Mill was under any obligation to accept such positions, but because they 
were in accord with the predominant views of ouwr membership. 

Discussing this prewar and war period, Ruttenberg, without introducing any 
evidence of C1O positions, made many assertions as to what they were (usually 
wrong). On the postwar period there is a complete black out—not a single 
reference to what CIO stood for on any of these issues. 

This significant gap in what should have been very relevant evidence also 
had its purpose, as we shall see. Ruttenberg wanted to hide CIO’s own violent 
twists on foreign policy—twists that, before late 1948, violated majority- 
approved decisions of their own conventions. 

The CIO convention resolutions on foreign policy adopted in 1946-47 outlined 
the basic principles of a foreign policy to serve the interests of the American 
people for peace. These resolutions are worth recalling if only to emphasize 
the gap between these declared principles and CIO’s present position. 

The 1946 resolution set forth these basic principles : 

1. Urged unstinted support to the United Nations as a means toward peace. 

2. Called for complete demilitarization of Germany and Japan and elimina- 
tion of cartels. 

3. Called upon United States to sever all diplomatic and economic relations 
with Spain and Argentina. 

4. Urged United Nations to take early measures for progressive universal 
disarmament. 

5. Reaffirmed principle of self-determination and self-government for colonial 
countries. 

6. Called upon all foreign governments as well as our own to cease interven- 
tion in Chinese affairs and to cease military aid to any faction. 

7. Urged continuation of good-neighbor policy. 

8. Urged continuation of UNRRA or similar agency controlled by United 
Nations. 

9. Urged prompt loans to needy allies, and that food or any other aid not be 
used as means of coercing or influencing people in exercise of self-government. 

10. Urged outlawing of atomic weapons and cessation of stockpiling of atomic 
bombs. 

11. Demanded fulfillment of basic policy of Roosevelt for friendship and unity 
among three great wartime allies. 

The 1947 resolution set forth basically similar principles. 

1. Reaffirmed the will to peace and condemned the inevitability of war. 

2. Favored disarmament and outlawing of atomic weapons. 

3. Urged the reconstruction of a peaceful Germany free of big business, cartels, 
the military, and the Nazis. 

4. Favored economic aid to all devastated and backward countries without 
coercion and political strings attached. 

5. Urged renewed unity of the big three and working through the United 
Nations. 

6. Emphasized the good-neighbor policy. 

These resolutions should have served as gnideposts for CIO leaders on all 
matters pertaining to foreign policy. They did so serve for Mine-Mill because 
they enunciated principles with which our members were in agreement. None 
of Mine-Mill’s actions with regard to foreign policy in this period can be shown 
to have heen at variance with any of these declared principles. 

CIO. on the other hand, almost from the moment the 1947 resolution was 
adopted, veered from the path outlined by that resolution. The true measure of 
their abandonment of these principles is seen in the recent statement of CIO 
Secretary Carey before an assembly of native Fascists, anti-semites and notorious 
antilabor characters: 
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“In the last war we joined with the Communists to fight the Fascists. In 
another war we will join the Fascists to defeat the Communists” (New York 
Daily Compass, January 30, 1950). 

Ruttenberg’s presentation of Mine-Mill’s position on foreign policy in the post- 
war period would have it appear that almost from the end of the war Mine- 
Mill’s position was in violation of CIO policy. Thus commenting on exhibit 
No. 20, an article entitled “Atom Bomb Conspiracy,’ which appeared in the 
Union on May 13, 1946, he states that this exhibit— 

“* * * begins to take the position that the disputes which are occur- 
ring between the Soviet Union, the United States, and Great Britain within 
and without the United Nations lie at the doorstep of the United States and 
Great Britain. * * * They clearly indicate that it is the United States that 
is involved in that conspiracy on the atom bomb * * *” (Tr. 105-106. 

A very similar article expressing similar sentiments appeared some 2 months 
earlier in the CIO News of March 18, 1946. That article headed “Atomic bomb— 
a Fascist menace” stated in its lead paragraphs: 

“The most destructive weapon in the world may be the instrument by which 
military dominated fascism may storm into power in the United States. 

“The weapon is the atomic bomb, horror package that wiped out two Japan- 
ese cities. It is now the subject of congressional fight over whether its control, 
and the development of atomic energy for peacetime purposes, shall rest with 
civilians or the military. 

“High-lighted by ‘spy’ scares and hysterical newspaper headlines carrying 
the threats of world war III, the issue is being decided in some minds by 
emotions rather than by reason.” 

Again, on the same theme, Ruttenberg states with regard to Mine-Mill exhibit 
No. 21, a cartoon that appeared in the Union of May 27, 1946: 

“Here is the implication in this cartoon that the United States and Great 
Britain are conspiring against the Soviet Union which has caused dissention 
in International foreign affairs” (Tr. 106-107). 

If such were the implication to be drawn from this’ cartoon, then Mine-Mill 
was not unique in expressing such sentiments. 

CIO News of March 18, 1946, carries the following item under the head: “Hit 
Churchill speech” : 

“Winston Churchill’s recent speech urging an Anglo-American military alli- 
ance was ‘nothing short of an ideological declaration of war on the Soviet 
Union’ according to Leo Krzycki, chairman of the American Slav Congress and 
vice president of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers. 

“By raising the false specter of Soviet expansion it tries to conceal the ugly 
face of British imperialism and to enlist our support for the suppression of 
democratic forces in Europe and the national liberation movements of the 
colonial people, he said.” 

Ruttenberg’s remarks throughout his presentation are in effect an effort to 
cover up CIO’s position on foreign policy. Thus, in speaking on exhibit No. 22 
consisting of pages from the 1946 Mine-Mill convention he says: 

“Here was an effort by the minority to have this union go on record not only 
critical of the bad things Great Britain and the United States may or may not 
have done, but also critical of some of the things the Soviet Union had done. 
That, however, was turned down by convention action” (Tr. 110). 

If criticism of the Soviet Union be the touchstone of anything then it should 
be noted that the CIO resolution on foreign policy passed that same year also 
omitted any criticism of the Soviet Union. To Ruttenberg it also appears ap- 
palling that a position with which he apparently agrees should be “turned down 
by convention action.” 

To Ruttenberg, also, there is something sinister in the fact that Paul Robeson, 
at our 1946 convention (exhibit 24) urged establishment of good relations with 
the Soviet Union and intelligent and democratic dealings with the Communists 
in France, Czechoslavakia, Yugoslavia, Poland, Denmark, and China. What, 
may we ask Ruttenberg, is there in this position that conflicts with the CIO 
1946 resolution on foreign policy? 

Exhibits 25 and 26 deal with speeches by Henry Wallace in which he first 
broke with the administration on foreign policy. There is no comment by Rut- 
tenberg as to the content of these speeches. Measuring these statements against 
what CIO itself declared to be the essential principles of a sound foreign policy 
in 1947, we are unable to find any respect in which Mr. Wallace’s utterances 
conflicted with CIO principles. 
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Much of Mr. Ruttenberg’s remaining exhibits on foreign policy deal with Mine- 
Mill’s opposition to the Marshall plan and other related aspects of the Truman 
administration’s doctrines. 

Up until the Portland convention in 1948, CIO as such had no expressed official 
policy on the Marshall plan. Shortly after the 1947 convention, Mr. Murray, in 
a letter to President Truman (November 14, 1947) outlined 10 basic tests by 
which the CIO would determine whether the European recovery program would 
or would not be acceptable. These tests included, among other things, aid with- 
out strings; an open door to trade between east and west; a decisive voice for 
labor in policy making; an expansion of the American economy with controls 
over prices and materials to protect American families. 

The most casual examination of ERP activities will show that ERP fails to 
observe the principles outlined in Murary’s letter and therefore fails to provide 
real safeguards for American labor or even Euopean labor. 

In place of aid without political strings, we see ERP being used as a means 
of coercion in the same manner that Herbert Hoover used food and relief after 
the Frst World War. Instead of an open door to trade between east and west, 
we find additional barriers imposed upon such trade, with a consequent sharp 
drop in American export and serious unemployment among CIO seamen, textile 
workers, and numerous others. Instead of a decisive voice for labor in policy 
making, we find that labor’s criticism has been bought off by a few minor pie 
card jobs in capacities subordinate to the Wall Street bankers who have been 
running the show. 

CIO, not Mine-Mill, has seriously “zigged” on foreign policy in the last 2 
years. CIO, not Mine-Mill, has sharply reversed its traditional positions. CIO, 
not Mine-Mill, has abandoned its principled position in support of peace in its 
surrender to cold-war hysteria. 

Mine-Mill, as an autonomous affiliate of CIO, has the right, and has exercised 
that right, to disagree on these matters, a right that has never before been 
questioned in any trade-union federation. 


THE TRIAL IS AN ATTACK UPON MINE-MILL’S RIGHT TO CRITICIZE 


The true nature of the “trial” against Mine-Mill was revealed by Steinberg 
in his comments on exhibit 56, an alleged confidential memo sent to Mine-Mill 
staff members by President Clark and Secretary Travis. The memo, in Stein- 
berg’s view, is evidence of sinister purposes, because— 

“This confidential memo is an attack, it is a complete attack upon the CIO 
and its officials in the same manner as this particular union is carrying on 
outside” (transcript 234). 

This is Mine-Mill’s high crime in the eyes of Steinberg and those who direct 
him. Mine-Mill does differ with CIO and dares to criticize some of its leaders 
and their policies. The new order in CIO demands political orthodoxy and 
the silencing of all criticism. This trial is an attack upon Mine-Mill’s right to 
criticize and to formulate its own positions, 

Why are CIO leaders now so sensitive to criticism? Why dare they not 
exhibit CIO policy in full at this hearing? Why did the members of the trial 
committee show such deep resentment whenever CIO policies were brought 
up at the hearing? Why did the prosecution confine itself to fringe issues, 
rather than the main policies of CIO as a trade-union ? 

The grim truth of which this whole trial is a bitter demonstration is that 
the present leaders of the CIO have deserted their principal functions as trade 
union leaders and are busy transforming the CIO into a labor appendage of a 
political party. 

Neither Steinberg nor those for whom he speaks dare to permit any open 
and candid examination of the CIO’s own failure to organize, its retreat 
on wages, its compromise on civil rights. That is why the committee allowed 
the widest latitude to malicious and unsupported personal gossip by the prose- 
cution while it shut off and restricted any honest examination by Mine-Mill 
of CIO policies. The trial committee and Steinberg do not want to admit 
that CIO now places raiding above organizing, has relinquished its leadership 
on the wage fight to its hated rivals, has deserted its basic trade-union objectives 
while it ties itself hand and foot to the politicians from whom it sucks pap. 

That is why there is such a narrow range of issues presented to the com- 
mittee. The choice of those issues by Steinberg and those who put him up to 
these charges is likewise illuminating. 
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One exihibit is offered to show Mine-Mill’s criticism of the CIO leadership 
on the Taft-Hartley fight. Yes, Mine-Mill believes in an uncompromising fight 
to repeal Taft-Hartley, and antilabor law, which, as this trial demonstrates, has 
already taken root in the trade-union movement itself. Does the committee 
assert that this uncompromising position violates CIO policy? Steinberg must 
make the assertion, for at all costs Steinberg must show how abject he can be 
in defending an administration which is content to keep Taft-Hartley. 

Taft-Hartley illustrates the predominant trend of the issues selected by 
Steinberg to show alleged pursuit of Communist rather than CIO policy. A 
candid examination of these issues reveals conclusions quite different from those 
asserted—but not proved—by Steinberg. The issues roughly divide into two 
classes—those which show remarkable parallel with CIO stands on the same 
issues; and those which reveal how abjectly CIO has surrendered its inde- 
pendence and forsaken its objectives in kow-towing to Democratic politicians. 
For the most part these latter issues deal with foreign policy. Their choice 
reveals a far greater absorption in foreign policy on the part of those who 
bring the charge than on the part of our union. We have devoted ourselves 
primarily to trade-union objectives, not to discussion and debating foreign policy. 

Our present differences with CIO leadership are twofold. 

First, we believe in the democratic right of our union and every union to hold 
whatever political opinions its members may choose. Mr. Murray pays lip 
service to this belief; so does Steinberg. But the meaning of this hearing is 
that none of the present CIO leaders really believe in the right to differ from 
them. 

Second, we believe that the chief reliance of the trade-unions must be their 
own independent strength, that they cannot consciously trade that strength and 
independence for reliance on the promises of politicians. Mr. Murray also pays 
lip service to this. But this hearing shows he does not mean it. 

Consider Mine-Mill’s support of the Wallace candidacy. It is based on the 
simple and fundamental truth that labor had got the short end of the stick 
from Truman and could expect nothing from Taft-Hartley Republicans. Mur- 
ray himself correctly and tellingly denounced Truman in a radio speech on 
December 4, 1945, in words which have rarely been used about any President 
of the United States: 

“Faced with these economic conditions what has the Federal administration 
done? It has completely ignored human rights. But American industry has 
been appeased with ever greater opportunities for increased profits at the expense 
of the American people.” 

“* * #* Tn addition, the Federal administration tolerates, without adverse 
comment, a sit-down strike by industry—knowing that the American people are 
financing industry’s arrogance and making it profitable.” 

“What is the answer of the Federal administration to this diabolical plot of 
American industry? * * * The sole answer of the Federal administration is 
to seek legislation directed against labor. * * * Industry has refused to 
meet with the union in the steel industry. * * *” 

“To all this arrogance the Federal administration yields in abject cowardice. 
Its rancor is confined to labor. The recent message from President Truman to 
Congress calls for legislation which would authorize the President to establish 
fact-finding boards in major industries * * * it shall be unlawful for labor 
to strike. * * * Tam profoundly disturbed at the implications inherent in 
the President’s proposal. It marks a very serious departure from the policies 
which the people of this country have repeatedly approved * * * under 
the leadership of President Roosevelt. * * * The CIO is opposed to the 
basic policies thus pursued by the administration.” 

Were these words, so reminiscent of Lewis, merely words? Six months later 
the same Truman threatened to draft strikers on the railroads of the country. 
The C1lO was the first to go to their defense. The men of labor in this country 
have never forgotten these facts. They have not quite forgotten that Truman 
became the captive of big business then and there and has never emerged from 
that captivity. It is obvious that to the rank and file of labor Truman was not 
their man. The men in the mines and mills, far from the sophisticated and politi- 
cally laden air of Washington, found the exact antithesis to Truman in the 
Wallace candidacy. They supported Wallace—without coercion, with the great- 
est latitude for freedom of individual and local political action. 

It is enrious indeed to find a criticism of Mine-Mill’s support of Wallace from 
men who profess that they are free and democratic trade-unionists with no 
political ties. It is all the more curious coming from men who at the time Mine- 
Mill was endorsing Wallace were themselves frantically searching for any candi- 
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date to beat Truman, and finally settled their money on the man Eisenhower 
who has now shown himself to be the enemy of everything for which the CIO 
stands on the home front. 

Yes, Mine-Mill endorsed Henry Wallace for the Presidency. But it left com- 
plete freedom of choice to its locals and its members. It never exercised coercion, 
It never issued ultimatums. It never threatened them with expulsion. It recog 
nized the fundamental right of every member to his own political opinions. The 
CIO executive board in January 1948 met and endorsed Truman—and tlien began 
to search for his successor, culminating in the underhanded connivance of CLO 
PAC officials with ADA elements to put over the Eisenhower candidacy. But 
after that Board meeting, Murray was forced to pay lip service to freedom of 
political choice, for he issued a statement that— 

“Nothing in this resolution is compulsory. CIO has been asked by thousands 
of members in the past 2 weeks to indicate its attitude toward a third party. 
It does not necessarily follow that the membership will accept C1O’s advice.” 

This, if it meant what it said, was directly in line with the freedom of political! 
choice that has always characterized the CIO. It was exactly the way in which 
Lewis treated Murray’s own defection from his endorsement of Willkie. But 
upparently Murray and the CIO leaders have turned their backs on their lips. 
They now would penalize any union that literally took their advice that “nothing 
in this resolution is compulsory.” This is sly and underhanded and contemptible. 
It is not worthy of a Murray to say one thing and to act another way. And we 
might remind Mr. Potofsky that when he and Mr. Hillman and Mr. Rieve and 
Mr. Reuther, along with Mr. Murray, were in opposition to Lewis’ support of 
Willkie in 1940, Lewis was big enough not to take any punitive action against 
them, when he could have. He realized that his job was to keep the CIO unified 
around its trade-union objectives, not to split it around political differences. But 
from the very fact that support of Wallace is even brought into these hearings, 
it is evident that the expression of political independence is now considered 
grounds for disciplinary action and expulsion in the CIO. 

The Steinbergs and those who now demand a new political orthodoxy in the 
CIO also raise the question of our differences on the Marshall plan as grounds for 
expulsion. Again we remind the committee that the only issue is whether this 
union has or has not violated CIO basic trade-union policy as set forth in its 
constitution. To assert that differences over the ‘Marshall plan constitute viola 
tion of CLO policy is to assert something that has never before been considered 
within the purview of CIO policy. There is nothing in the CIO constitution that 
even remotely suggests that every CIO union must agree on every issue, no matter 
how remote from trade-union objectives, with the recommendations of the CIO. 

Mine-Mill differs with CIO on the Marshall plan. Mine-Mill believes with the 
Phil Murray of 1946 that “‘we make our own determinations through our own 
councils and deliberations by a process of debate and discussion.” 

Mine-Mill also believes with the Murray of November 10, 1947, whose principles 
of foreign aid were soundly constructed to assure peaceful reconstruction. We 
believe that, as Murray stated in his letter to all unions, “aid should be given 
without political or economic strings, we should oppose any attempt to treat 
BRurope like a bankrupt corporation on which a first mortgage, impossible of fu 
ture liquidation, can be obtained at bargain prices, * * * that an adequate 
program of aid will require more attention to the economic dangers to America 

It is our considered opinion that, as Senator Flanders and other well-qualified 
observers noted more than a year and a half ago, Marshall-plan aid has been sub 
ordinated to armaments and that armaments will waste not only our own 
substance but destroy the recovery of Europe. We believe that Marshall-plan 
aid does not have sufficient safeguards for American workers. Our own workers 
have felt the effects in their mines and mills. 

We are not convinced, just because a James Carey says so, that placing a 
few labor representatives in advisory positions in the Marshall-plan organization 
will safeguard the interests of American labor or promote the principles which 
Murray himself enunciated in 1947. 

As a matter of plain fact, in view of Carey’s recent statements, we feel doubly 
warranted in suspecting his assurances. Any person who can lend his name and 
presence to a common front with such viciously long-time enemies of labor as 
Hearst, Karl Mundt, George Sokolsky, and Merwin Hart, no longer deserves any 
credence from the members of organized labor. 

We said in our prepared statement that the inevitable tendency of this whole 
witch-hunting process within the CIO (as has been true of all Red hunts) is that 
the CTO will lie down with its mortal enemies. Carey has now proved that beyond 
the shadow of any doubt. 
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If the CIO still retains in its leadership a man who, after the unspeakable 
horrors of the greatest war in history brought on by fascism, can still say that 
he will join on the side of fascism in “another war”—the CIO has then lost both 
its mind and its soul. Such a leadership has not only sold itself to a political 
party but has sold out its members and the entire American people to the most 
violent reaction. 

MINE-MILL’S MEMBERS MAKE POLICY 


One further aspect of this proceeding calls for comment. 

Underlying the whole approach of the prosecution, in its presentation of its 
“case,” is an implicit contempt for the democratic processes by which organiza- 
tions such as Mine-Mill are governed. Union policies, in Steinberg’s view, are 
determined by a few top leaders in “secret” gatherings and then merely com- 
municated to the members. The role of the membership in passing judgment 
upon all policies and upon all leaders, the full and thorough airing of all views 
as an aid to informed opinion, and the numerous opportunities afforded for free 
and uncoerced discussion of all views—all this is apparently beyond the compre- 
hension of the prosecution. 

Ruttenberg, for example, devotes his entire testimony to an attempt to show 
“parallels” between positions taken by this union and those of the Communist 
Party. His approach was identical with that of the infamous House Un-Ameri- 
can Activities Committee which the CIO once condemned. The notorious Martin 
Dies once found, after a detailed and methodical comparison of the Communist 
program and CIO-PAC activities, that CIO-PAC was furthering the program of 
the Communist Party. The Dies committee also found a close relationship be- 
tween CIO policies and those of the Communist Party: 

“* * * By and large the resolutions adopted at the successive conventions 
of the CIO have adhered faithfully to the Communist Party line” (Report of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities, 78th Cong., 2d sess.; Report on the 
CIO-PAC, March 29, 1944, p. 194). 

The basic fallacy in all this ludicrous logic, whether employed by Dies or Rut- 
tenberg, is that it completely overlooks the all-important part played by the 
membership in formulating decisions and policies. It evades the very basic 
issue of whether such policies are based on the wili of the membership or merely 
imposed from above. 

Members of this committee and of the prosecution staff smirked cynically when 
Secretary-Treasurer Travis of Mine-Mill testified as to the “democratic right of 
our membership to decide the policies” of this organization. Such smirks may 
be justified in terms of the practices of their own unions. They reflect on those 
who smirk—not on this union. 

The broad and democratic participation of Mine-Mill’s rank and file in their 
union’s affairs is unsurpassed by any other union in America. The record al- 
ready made before this committee establishes that. 

Mr. Edward Coleman, president of Mine-Mill’s Local 552, an ordained minister 
in the M. E. Zion Church, testified : 

“* * * in-the many years I have been associated with religious organiza- 
tions, I have found more real brotherhood in the Mine-Mill than I have found in 
different organizations and conventions of a religious order” (Tr., p. 425). 

And again: 

“* * * This year, when I was elected to go to Chicago I accepted and went, 
with the express purpose of studying the procedure at the convention. Of course 
I had an insight in the local situation where the policies of whatever was advo- 
cated was acted upon by the local membership, and I was surprised on many 
questions the international officers did not try to exert their influence. They 
just presented a program and let us discuss it and we accepted it if we wanted 
it. 

“T observed at the convention—I was placed on the resolutions committee—and 
I was surprised to see in the resolutions they allowed to come into the conven- 
tion regardless of their character, regardless of the subject matter, they allowed 
any kind of resolution that anybody wanted to present by any local to come into 
the resolutions committee and into the conventions and be presented on the floor, 
and I was particularly impressed with one resolution in particular that came 
from a local out here in California—Pomona or Trona, Caiif.—they had several 
resolutions that got a minority report and was presented to the floor and they 
were given more time to discuss their angle than the majority was given (Tr., 
p. 427-428). 

And again: 
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“It was a convention of great dignity, I was so impressed, of a labor organiza- 
tion. I have been in religious organizations where I didn’t see so much dignity 
expressed” (Tr., p. 430). 

Mr. Coleman described the procedure whereby policies originating at the local 
level are first discussed there, then brought to “a higher level’ and on up, and 
then finally resubmitted to the rank and file for a referendum vote. 

He told of how a proposed increase in per capita dues had been approved by 
the last convention of the union and then, when submitted to a referendum, voted 
down by the rank and file. He said: 

“* * * When such acts like that come to pass I don’t see how it could even 
be inferred, let alone charged, to outside influence running our program and 
have something to it. 

“From what I have learned and participated in in the Mine-Mill union the 
rank and file run the union and if one of these officers don’t do like we think 
he should—and I speak boldly here—I would take a part in removing them from 
office” (Tr. p. 438). 

Mr. Stanley Wenham, a leader of Buffalo Local 593, testified. Mr. Wenham 
opposed Vice President Reid Robinson in the last national referendum. Mr. 
Wenham told of having attended two conventions. He said: 

“* * * It has been my experience that I found that I had every opportunity 
to speak on the floor and took contrary positions to the international right on the 
floor of the convention and was given ample opportunity to speak. * * * 

“T talked with a priest who was covering the convention in St. Paul and he 
frankly was surprised at the democracy shown on the convention floor” (Tr., 
446). 

Mr. Wenham told of how when he opposed Vice President Robinson in the 
recent referendum he was permitted to run despite a technical violation of the 
constitutional requirements. This came about as a result of the initiative of 
his opponent. 

During the campaign, said Wenham, he “was given every courtesy that could 
be shown.” He produced, for the record, what he called ‘‘one of my prize posses- 
sions”—a letter from the editor of the paper soliciting from him a picture and a 
statement to appear in the official publication. 

The two other rank-and-file witnesses, Mr. Luther Graves, of Buffalo, and Mr. 
Ray Dowd, gave similar testimony. 

Under cross-examination, Mr. Raymond Dowd, of Connecticut, testified that 
“they (the officers) bring all their problems to the rank and file,” and “we don’t 
ask them if they meet in city hall or taverns; they bring the program to us and 
if we don’t like the program we throw it out; if we like it we go for it” (Tr. 
pp. 422-423). 

Mr. Graves said: 

“Knowing my local, and how we vote on every issue that comes up in Mine- 
Mill by referendum vote, any change in the constitution is by referendum vote, 
any national officer elected is by referendum vote, and they wonder how any 
dictation could come from any source whatever when we have a right to vote on 
all measures, whether it comes from the executive board or from resolutions 
from different local unions, or what” (Tr. p. 394). 

Mine-Mill’s members have made policy in this union for 57 years and they 
will continue to do so regardless of the outcome of this “trial.” 

Mine-Mill’s members, as those who had an opportunity to testify made clear, 
deeply resent the present trend in CIO which this hearing reflects. They know 
it as part of the same process begun last Apri! in the brutal assault upon Secre- 
tary Travis at Bessemer. That they recognized as act 1 in the nefarious and 
long-cherished scheme of steelworkers leaders to take over the jurisdiction of 
this union. ~ 

Act 2 has already opened in Canada where the Canadian Congress of Labour, 
with the same contempt for democratic processes that has been displayed at 
this hearing, has already “awarded” our jurisdiction to the steelworkers. 

This hearing, our members know, is intended to pave the way for another such 
“award” of our jurisdiction—this time by the CIO in the United States. 

CIO can “award,” but the membership wili ultimately decide. The steel- 
workers in Canada, despite this award, cannot yet lay claim to a single contract 
in our jurisdiction. Despite their Canadian director’s self-serving assertions 
(which this committee dignified by placing in evidence), his campaign of dis- 
organization has met with little response from our organized membership. yur 
Canadian members have emphatically repudiated these efforts and will know how 
to deal with those who seek to destroy the most effective local unions of an 
international in Canada. 
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Similarly, our members in the United States will have the final word on the 
future of their union. 

The record is clear. We make no secret of the fact that we have deep mis- 
givings about the bias and prejudice of the committee that has been “called” 
by CIO to conduct this so-called trial. We know this committee was created 
not to “try” us on the charges which Steinberg withdrew even before he started 
to present his case, but to mete out the sentence upon us on the basis of a pre- 
conceived guilt. 

Nevertheless, we have gone to a considerable expense, taken a great deal of 
time, and expended a large amount of energy in order to bring these facts before 
the committee. 

Why? Because we helped to found CIO. We refuse to put ourselves in the 
position of permitting CIO to dismember itself through any default of ours. 

Our members did not only help to bring CIO into being. They spent hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars, they worked countless hours, they made limitless 
sacrifices to help build CIO to the position of greatness it once held in world 
labor. 

But at the same time, our members learned long before the CIO was born 
that what they win, as workers and trade-unionists, they win for themselves. 
They will continue to go forward, as workers and trade-unionists who belong to 
the great International Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers, no matter 
what this committee of CIO may “decide.” 


x 





